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ABSTRACT 



this 1980-81 survey , which follows up a similar 
1979-80 study, explores parents ' reasons for transferring their 
children into or out of Montgomery County Public Schools. (MCPS) in 
Rockvilie, Maryland. A total of 277 parents of students leaviiigr MCPS 
for private schools in Maryland and 281 parents of students entieririg 
from private schools in Maryland were ihtierviewed . ThiB sample ' s 
subdivisions are students transferring to or from nonchiirch schools 
and students transferring to or from church-related schools in grade 
1 arid grades 2 through 12. Study liinitations arise from exclusion 
both of parents who transferred children into or out of private 

s^phpols in Washington , p. C. / or Virginia^ and of parents whose 

children have always attended private schoolfe . The study recommends 
that public school educators learn from pr^ate school practice . 
Three exhibits examine eight general categories of reasons (including 
religion , parental values , discipline , and costs ) for initial 
enrollment in public or private schools and for private school 
withdrawal . Fourteen tables examine character i sties of students and 
"parents involved in public or private school erirollmerit or 
withdrawal, reasons for such actions, arid parerit attitudes . Nineteen 
appendixes iriciude survey iristrumeritS/ correlatioris between 
percentages of minority studerits arid trarisferring white students, and 
parent attitude statistics. (PB) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A SURVEY OF . MONTGOMERY COUNTY PARENTS WHO WITHDREW THEIR 
CHILDREN FROM PUBLIC TO PRIVATE SCHOOLS IN 1980-81 

BACKGROUND 



In 1979, the MCPS 'Board of Education, requested that the Department of 
Educational Accountability investigate why parents were withdrawing their 
children from the public schools. In the course of this undertakings the 
results of which are reported in an earlier study by Edwards et al 
A Survey of MCPS Withdrawals To Attend Private School, , it was found that 
not only did abou^ 2 percent of the MCPS student population withdraw from MCPS 
eaph year but that a nearly corresponding percentage returned to MCPS. 

The present study was initiated to follow up on these findings and gather 

further information on why parents chose to transfteir their children into or 

out of MCPS. Its major purpose was to identify policies and practices which 

MCPS might modify to retain and attract more students to the public schools • 

To accomplish this, telephone interviews were conducted with a sample of 
parents of children in the first through twelfth ^grades who had transferred 
their child during the 1980-81 school year, A total of 277 parents of 
students leaving MCPS for private schools in Maryland and 281 parents of 
students entering from priv^a^ schools in Maryland were interviewed. During 
that year, the total number oi^ students withdrawn from MCPS to» attend private 
schools in Maryland was 1,672, the total number entering MCPS from Maryland 
private schools was 1,205. 

Each sample was further divided into three groups: those transferring to or 
from nonchurch schools , those transferring to or from church-related schools 
at the firsu grade (called Church 1), and those transferring to or from 
church-related schools in Grades 2 through 12 (called Church 2-12). The 
sample was subdivided this way because preliminary inspection of the data 
indicated that these three groups differed systematically in their responses 
in a number of key areas. 



S. Edwards, W. Richardson, and S. Frankel . i^_Survey-af - MCPS 
Withdrawals to Attend Private SchaoJL^ (Rockville, Md.: Montgomery County 
Public Schools, February, 1981). 

^Kindergarteners were.- eliminated from the data base because too frequently 
they sign up for enrollment but never actually attend; children in Special 
Education Centers were also not considered. 



s 



in interpreting this research, it is important to keep in mind some possible 
limitations in making generalizations about the findings. First, this study, 
like that of Edwards (t58i), included only parents of students transferring 
into and out of private schools in Maryland. Students who transferred into or 
out of private schools in Washington, D.C., or Virginia were npt included. 
This raises the question of whether or not the study fails to represent the 
opinions of these parents. 

This question was examined by looking at the names of the private schools 
attended by students in the study. It was found that the sample contained 
substantial numbers of parents who were sending their children to prestigious 
private schools in Maryland, such as Hdlton Arras and Landon, which are direct 
competitors, of the Virginia and D.C. private schools. Given these findings, 
the researchers are of the opinion that this is not serious. The data^ from 
the parents sending their children to prestigious Maryland private schools 
should permit generalization to the D.C. and Virginia parents as well. 

A raore serious liraitatidn is that the study did not include parents who 
initially enrolled their children in privare schools and have kept their 
children there. Thus, we can say nothing about why some parents never 
consider enrolling their child in the public schools or what raight be done to 
attract thera. This is a more serious problera and one which should be 
remediated in future studies. 



This occured because the codes used by MCPS to record transfers from and to 
private schools, only recognize two types of transfers: within-state and 
out-of-state. Expanding the study to include the entire < Washing tori 
metropolitan area would have required costly manual procedures to separate the 
Washington metropolitan area transfers from those including the 48 other 
states. 



FINDINGS 



This study shows that parents withdraw their children from the Mbhtgbtiiery 
County Public Schools for a variety of reasons and that different groups are 
seeking different things when they make the decision to transfer their child 
to private school. Further, in contrast to the Edwards (1981) study, the 
present analysis suggests that religion is a critical factor for only a small 
group of parents (^pproxiraately 25%) and that factors potentially _ under the 
control of the scHool system are the cause of dissatisfaction for the vast 
majority. 

Of the three groups, only those who withdrew to church-related schools at the 
first gr.ade level appear to place a great deal of emphasis on religion in 
reaching their decision. They seem generally to have made the decision to 
transfer to private schools even before entering MGPS and only use MCFS 
because of the' lack of availability of kindergarten or first grades in some 
private schools. In addition, there is some evidence from the demographic 
data that this group is more "private school oriented." That is, they tend 
more than the other two groups to have other children in private school and 
are less likely to have the children remaining in public school. 

The other two groups, those who transfered their children to church-related 
schools in Grades 2 through 12 and those who transfered their children to 
aonchurch-related schools, generally do so because of dissatisfaction with the 
way the school conducts its business of educating children. The data suggest 
loud and clear that these parents wanted a more individualized environment, 
smaller classes, and programs that they feel will meet more effectively their 

children's academic needs. These parents ^^so found fault with their 

interpersonal relationships with school administrators and. teachers, 
expressing dissatisfaction with staff sensitivity and level of communication. 
Interestingly, concerns with bussing and desegregation, ^?^g_?6^se , crime , and 
vandalism were minimal. The desire for increased discipline and structure in 
the schools also emerged as important, especially for those parents who 
withdrew their students to church-related-^ schools at the= second to' twelfth 
grade levels. 

In contrast, those who transfer from private to public schools are not really 
dissatisfied with the private school program. While some do express concern 
with the' educational program being delivered, convenience and cost are the 
major reasons for leaving the private school. The data show chat the idea of 
"neighborhood schools" retains a' very large drawing power, both in terms of 
where parents choose to enroll their child initially and why they" may 
ultimately decide to withdraw their child from a private school. 



RECOMMENDATIONS 



These findings provoke some interesting questions regarding current MCPS 
policies and practices. For example, the county government must soon be 
making some important policy decisions , concerning ways of reusing the 30 plus 
public schools about to be closed over the next three years. At present no 
deMnite policy exists regarding priorities to be used in the recycling of^' 
such buildings, and a system for weighing the merits of alternative, users is 
."^^\^^^_P^^^^*___?^ be predicted, however, that a demand for such buildings 

^^^^ ^^^"^ _^^^ P^i^^^^ school sector, seeking improved or better located 

facilities. The findings of this study suggest that the leasing, of public 
^^^?:^^^SS to private schools may riot be to the advantage of the public 
s^^°°^ J^ys^^"^' Depending Upon the particular . circumstances of the 
neighborhood, the availability of more "neighborhood private schools" could 
negative impact on the public school system and increase problems 
associated with declining erirollments . This concern must however be balanced 
off against the obvious desirability of the private school to the neighborhood 
and the increased reveriues that would accure to the county asi a whole if 
private schools were encouraged to lease closed buildings. 

Hew to handle the dissatisfied attitude of the small percentage of parents who 
withdrew their childreri from MCPS poses other problems and must itself be kept 
in perspective. Many parents are' satisfied with MCPS, and the level of 
satisfaction 'is high compared to national data. The MCPS 1981 countywide 
telephbrie survey coriducted in the Spring of 1981 revealed that 50 percent of 
the cguntywide sample and 65_ percent of MCPS parents gave the school grades of 
A or B , while only 36% of all .1981 Gallup foil respondents and 46% ^ of the 
polled parents graded public school A or B. 

More importantly, the functions of the two school systems are meant to be 
different. 

Private schools educate only those children who&e family elect to send 
them to the schools and whom the schools accept. Public schools, on the 
other hand, do not control the composition of their sti:deat bodies by 
excluding students; they cannot, for example, dismiss children whose 
behavior disrupts the education of others or who cannot meet some 
pre-established (sic) standard of academic aptitude. Public schools meet 
public needs and carry out public policy. The genius of U.S. public 
education is in its diversity ... .Nowhere in the world is access to 
educational .opportunity broader than in the United State:,. Our system of 
free public education is a cori^erstone of our democratic society. 



-"How the Community Sees Its Schools," MCPS Learning, October, 1981, p. 2.' 
G.. Gallup, "The 1 3th Annual Gallup Poll," Phi, Del£a^Ka pp a n ^ 33-47, 63 
^1),_(1981). 

J. Sparling, "Tuition Tax Credits," Today's Educa^tion , (November-December, 
1981), p. 16. 



Nonetheless, if MCPS is interested in attempting to retain or attract th^ 
parents who seek private schools, this study does suggest some areas which 
might be explored. While there is little that can be done to satisfy the 
heeds of those who seek a religious education, it may be possible to meet the 
needs of those who leave because of dissatisfaction with the educational 
program. The data show that many of the parents who vrithdrew their child from 
public school did so because they felt their childreir's academic needs were 
not being met. They were especially concerned about class size and the 
individual . attention that their child was abie to receive. Further they 
seemed to be seeking a more personalized atmosphere in which 'their needs as 
parents, as well those of their children, were individually addressed* 

MGPS may wisli to explore possible alternative ways of reducing class size to 
the levels which so many parents find attractive, and even to the levels where 
substantial academic benefits have b^;en found. This is usually considered to 
be about L5:t and in fact, researchers have almost universally found that 
decreases in class size that do not reduce class size to at least 20:1 will 
have no academic benefits. We might also want to consider other means of 
creating a more ^personaiized atmosphi;;re in our schools. 

While some will say that we have been down both of these routes many times 
before, and that the truly effective solutions are either financially or 
politically impossible, we don't think that this is necessarily the case. 
After all, the private schools which are attracting our students are probably 
operating under financial constraints at least as tight as our own, and they 
are hiring staff from the same labor markets. 

Also, while only a small percentage of the MCPS population actually transfer 
to private schools ■. because of concerns regarding class size and 
indxvi'dualizatibn, it is likely that many of those who stay with, or never 
enter^ the public schools share some of the dissatisfaction. This also makes 
it worth reexamining MCPS practices to see whether or not there are ways in 
which a more personalized, individualized environment could be provided. 

One means of doing this would be to examine closely what the more successful 
local private schools are doing. The initial goal would be to try to 
determine the degree to which they are truly providing individualized 
instruction and small class sizes, and the degree to which they are benefiting 
from an image which is not reflected in the reality of their actual 
instructional environments. Then, if it is found that they are more effective 
in these respects than are our own schools, the next goal would be to 
detenpine how they are doing it and the whether their 'strategies are adoptable 
to MCPS. 

We strongly suggest that this be undertaken as a fpllov7-on activity to t;his 
report. .Tust as Giant sends comparison shoppers into Safeway to see how they 
are pricing and displaying their goods, it is about time that we started 
taking the private schools of the Country more seriously and realizing that we 
may have siomething to learn from them. 
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A SURVEY OF MONTGOtffiRY COUNTY PARENTS WHO WITHDREW THEli 
CHILDREN FROM PUBEIC TO PRIVATE SCHOOLS IN 1980-81 



BACKGROUND 



In 1979, the MCPS. Boardof Education^ requested that the Deparcment of 
Educational Accountability ilrt'estigate why parents ..were withdrawing their 
children from che^ phblic schools. In the coarse of this undertaking, the 
results ^ of which _ are reported in . Edward's li79-80 

Ai:Surg^y-^-MCPS Withdrawals To Attend Private School^ -^ it was found, that 
not only did about 2 percent of the MCPS student population withdraw from ^ MCPS 
each year ,.but chat a nearly corresponding percentage returned to MCPS, 

The pre5ent study was initiated _ co' follow up on these findings and gather 
rurther inforraation on why parents chose to. transfer their children into or 

out of MCPS. Its major purpose was td identify policies and practices which 

MCPS might modify co retain and attract more students to the public schools. 

To accomplish.this^ telephone interviews' were conducted with a sample of 
parents of children in the first through twelfth grades who had transferred 
their child during the 1980-81 school year. A total of 277 parents of 
students leaving MCPS for private schools in Maryland and 281. parents of 
students entering _ from private schools in Maryland were interviewed.- During 
^that year, the total number of students withdrawn from MCPS to attend private 
schools in Maryland was 1,672, the total number entering MCPS from Maryland 
private schools was 1,205. 

Each, sample .was further divtded_into three groups: those transferring to or* 
from nonchurch schools, those transferring to or from church-related schools 
at the first grade (called Church i)^ and those transferring to or from 
.phurch-related schools in Grades 2 through 12 (called Church 2-12). The 
sample was subdivided this way because preliminary inspection of the data 
Indicated that these three |^ups differed systematically in their responses 
in a number of key areas. Appendicies A through C ^present additional details 
on the i5tudy methodology. 



S, Edwards, W. Richardson, and S. Frankel. A- Survey of MCPS 
Withdrawa ls to Attend Private School. (Rockville, Md . : Montgomery County 
public Schools^ February, 1981). 

Kindergarteners were, eliminated from the data base because too frequently 
they sign up for enrollment but never actually attend; children in Special 
r^ducation Cenfters were also not considered. 



In interpreting this research, it is important to keep in mind some possible 
limitations iri making generalizations about the findings. First, this study^ 
like that of Edwards (1981), included only patients of students transferring 
into and out of private schools in ..Maryland . S'tuderits who transferred into or 
oat of private schools in Washington, D.C. , or Virginia were not included* 
This raises the question of whether or not the study fails to represent the 
opinions of these parents. 

This question was examined by looking at the names of the private schools 
attended by students ir^ ^^he study. It was found that the sample contained 
substantial numbers of parents who were sending their children to prestigious 
private srchcols in *^ryland, such as Holton Arms and Landon, which are direct 
competitors of the Virginia and D^C. private schools^ Given the^e findings, 
the researchers are of the opinion that this is not serious. The data from 
the parents sending their children to ■ prestigious Maryland private schools 
should permit generalization to the D.G, and Virginia parents as weil. 

A more serious limitation is that the study did. not include parents who 
initially enrolled their children in private schools and have kept their 
children there. Thus » we can say nothing about why some parents never 
consider enrolling their child in the public schools or what might be done to 
attract them. _ This ^is a more serious problem and one which should be ramidial 
in future studies. 




This occured because the codes used by MC?S to record transfers from and to 
private schools only recognize two types of transfers : within-s tate and 
out-of-state. Expanding the study to include the entire Washington 
metropolitan area would have required costly manual procedures to separate the 
Washington metropolitan area transfers from those including the 48 other 
states . 



FINDINGS 



STUDENTS WITHDRAWING FROM MCPS 

Who Are the Students Being Withdrawn- From -MC^? What Are the 
Characteristics of Their Famli±es2 ^ 

Overall, the characteristics of students and parents in the three withdrawal 
groups were similar (Tables i and 2). Students leaving MCPS for private 
school were niost often white (reflecting the overall population distribution)., 
equally divided among males and females, and enrolled in Grades 1 or 9. While 
some withdrew after limited experience with the public schools.' many, 
especially in the group transferring to nonchurch-reiated private schools, had 
attended MCPS for six or more years, 

- _ . _ _ . 

The parents were well educated, long-time residents of Montgomery County. 
Over 60 percent, of parents were college graduates, and approximately 60 
percent had lived in Montgomery County for LO or more years. Further, a 
substantial number of parents, had other children remaining in the public 
schools, a tittle over a third of those in the Church 2-i2 and^Nonchurch 
groups. Those in the Church 1 group were less likely to have otfter children 
in MCPS. , : 

Where Were the S tudenxs- Initial l-3t^rd lied ? 

Portents were asked whether they had initially enrolled their child in public 
ou private school and why they had done so. Our analysis of the data showed 
chat nearly all (9L%) of the students had initially been enrolled in public 
school at the start of their educational experience. Well over 50 reasons 
were offered for making the initial enrollment decision. Inspection of these 
indicated that they could be meaningfully grouped into eight general 
categories. These are the following: 



Religion 
Parental Values 
Discipline " 
School Staff Characteristics 
Educational Program 
Child Personal/Social Needs 
Convenience 
Cost 

Exhibits L and 2 display these categories and the reasons which compose th 



em . 



TABtE i 



Characteristics of Students t:?ithd rawing From flCPS 
To Attend Private Schools 



-Chqrch I 
N»70 



Sex 



Male 
Female 



Hace 



White 
Mo nwh i t e 

Grades 
I 
2 

3 

5 
6 

7 

8 
9 

10' 

LI 

12 

Lengihof School 
Attendance Before 
Vithdrawai 



50 
50 



89 

it 



100 
0 
0 

6 

0 

b 

d 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



Church 2» 12 
N-144 

Percentage 



Unchurch 
N-63 



58 
42 



87 
13 



0 
10 

u 

.3 
10 
10 
12 
3 

18 
9 
0 
0 



59 

41 



97 
3 



5 
6 
5 

14 
5 

13 
11 
18 
8 
8 
0 



Less than 
Between 1 
Between 2 
Between 3 
Batvean 4 
Between 5 
More than 



1 year 
and 2 years 
and 3 years 
and 5 years 
and 5 years 
and 6 years 
6 years 



94 
6 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



Type of Private School Entered 

Catholic 31 

Non-Catholic "' 19 

N'on-church-ralatad 0 



13 
11 
17 
12 
8 
10 
29 



60 
40 
0 



13 
13 

3 
18 

8 

:5 

41 



0 
0 

100 



The data suggest that white students 
thair prsvalence in-^ the population 
rvonchurch-.related schools. Analyses did 
statistically significant differences. 

-4n ►r; 



may be overrepresehted relative to 
in the group withdrawing to 
not, however, reveal any overall 
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Characteristics of Parents Withdrawing 
Their Children From MCPS To Attend Private School 



\ 



Less than i\ year 
Betveeri I arid 3 years 
Between 4 ancr. 9 years 
Between 10 and 14 years 
15 or more 



Charch 1 
N-70 



MutnberNDf Years Men tgorae ry 
County\^esident 



3 
13 
24 
26 
34 



€harcfa 2-12 
N-144 



Percentage 



0 

12 

^ 28 
35 



Nonchureh 
N=63 



0 
10 
32 
37 
22 



Parent Edacation Level 



Elementary School i 

H. S. Incomplete I 

H.S. Graduate 16 

Technical School ^ 7 

College Incomplete 20 

College Graduate 27 

Graduate Study 14 

Advanced Degree 13 

Number of Other Children in School 



2 

2^ 
13 
' 3 
24 
28 
11 
18 



0 
0 
7 

3 
19 
34 
16 
21 



Public 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 



or More 



81 
16 
3 
0 
0 



54 
32 
10 
1 
4 



52 
35 
13 
0 
0 



Private 
9 
. 1 



4 or More 



0 
40 
37 
14 

8 



0 
50 
34 
12 

5 



4 
78 
18 
3 
0 



EXHIBIT 1 



Reasons for Initial Enrollment in Public School 



Group I: Rali^lon 



Group 2: Parental Vaiaes 

Tub lie school experiences were goodi 
Parents were products of public school. 

Parents believed in public education. ^ 
Parents always expected to send their child to public school. 
Parents felt there was a high, quality education available in MCPS. 
tfeutrai: public schools are OK. 

Parents believed public schools broaden child's experience. 

Parents had -a poor prior experience in private schools. 

Parents felt public schools provided greater lack of conformity. 

Group 3: Discipline 

Good discipline in public schools. 

Group-^- — Sch<)ol Staff 

MGPS staff had a good reputation. 
. Good equipment /supplies available. 
Teaching judged as good; 

Parents pleased with school or teacher choice. 
Group 5 : Program 

Good sports or arts program available. 
Resources for handicapped available. 
Smaiiclass size available. 

Flexible, program/ individualization available. 
More caring atmosphere provided by MCPS . 

Parents wanted children to learn English/assimilate into US culture. 
Good curriculum available. 
Free lunch was provided. 

Oroup 6: Child-Related 

Child preferred to attend public school. 

Group 7: Convenience 

Parent taught :n MCPS. 

Parents wanted co give, public schools a chance. 
Friends go to neighborhood school. 

MCPS provided a good way to meet neighborhood children. 

Parents felt they were entitled to public school since they pay taxes. 

Mo good private school available nearby. 

Dav care available at oublic school or baby-sitter nearby. 
Private school had no 'kindergarten. 

Earlier enrollment available in public school. 



Grcu? 3 : ^ Cost 
Cost 



. . . _ V 

Reasons for Initial Enrollment in Private School 



Group 1; Religion 

--Pareats-wan-ted-^-reiig^^^ ^ 

ilroQp-24^ — Parental Value 

Family tradition to go ,tp a private school. 

Better edacatidn available in private school. 

Wanted academic emphasis, not, social experience. 

Reaction to poor public school experience of older child. 

Parents wanted to stay in own school system/language. 

Reaction against bussing. 

Parents didn't like U.S. public schools. 

Parents didn't like public schools in their own country. 

Parents felt private schools provided greater lack of conformity 

Parerits wanted child to learn English. 

Parents felt private schools provided stronger emphasis on values^ 
Hign quality education available in private school. 



Group 3: Discl^pljae 

Setter discipline^ stricter controls available. 

Drug problems handled more effectively in private schools. 

Safety of child greater in private school. 

Gri3up-44 — School Staff 

Reputation of private school was strong. 
Relationship with school was better. 
Dedicated /competent teachers available. 

Parents didn't like particular public school/teacher choice. 



Gr QUD 5 : P 



rogram 



More caring atmosphere in private school, 
.Better care for handicapped provided. 
Smaller class size available, 
Montessori education desired. 
Individualization available. 

Emphasis on basics and or old-fashioned education desired. 
Good curriculum/program available. 
Preschool program available. 
Structured program atmosphere desired. 

Group- 6:- Ch-ild Related 



Group 7 : Convenience 

Parent taught in private school, therefore, no tuition charged. 

Xo permanent. residence and no time to investigate Public schools 

Location or convenience, bus transportation provided. 

Friends went co private school. ^ 

Full-day kindergarten or longer'iDf 'school da^^ available 

Private school chosen as a continuation preschool -or earlier enrcUmen 

in private school. 
Private kindergarten program preferred. 



2y 



Many of the reasons most frequently of fered for choosing the public schools 
were similar for all groups. Table 3 shows the distribution of responses by 
the eight categories described above. Appendix D-1 presents greater detail bri 
-the::: — specif ic_ _ reason s__^mentidned . Convenience was given top priority, 
especially the desirability of Selghbd r hood— schools —a^ — ^the_f acjt^^that^.^no 
private school kindergarten was availablf:;. This latter factor was especialty" 
important for the Church 1 group. School and staff were also important with 
the schools' reputation being mentioned frequently, especially by the 
Nonchurch group. Parental values also played a role with a substantial number 
ot responses indicating that parents believed in public . education and no other 
option had been considered. 



The data on the small number of parents who initially enrolled children in 
private school (9%) is also of interest but must be interpreted with caution 
because of the small sample size, Table 3 shows Religion and Values were 

extremely important for the Church 2~t2 group, The nonchurch gro^p in 

contrast stressed convenience. Examination of the individual responses 
indicates that this group frequently chose private school because of the need 
for day care or the desire to have an all-day kindergarten program, (See 
Appendix D-2 for a more detailed presentation of the findings.) >i 



t^niy Did Parents Withdraw Their Child From MCPS? 

The parents surveyed gave many different reasons for deciding to withdraw 
their child from MCPS. As with the reasons for initial enrollment, it was 
possible to organize them into eight different categories: 

Religion 
Parental Values 
Discipline 

School /Staff Characteristics 

Educational Program 

Child Personal/Social Needs 

Convenience 

Cos t 

\ ■ 

Exhibit 3 illustrates this categorization scheme. 

Reasons for withdrawal differed among the three groups of parents, indicating 
some signific.int and systematic differences in their reasons for transferring 
to private schools. Table 4 presents the responses of each of these three 
groups by category. (Appendix E presents the detailed findings,) 

Church I 

. ■ ' . . . .. . : . . . . ... . ... 

^X^As might be expected, those transferring at th.e first grade level to 
Church-related schools did so primarily because of the desire to obtain a 
religious education for their children. Fifty four percent of the 
resporlses of this group fell into the category of religion. It is 
interesfiag to note that the vast majority, 81% of these parents, 

• transferred their child to a Catholic school. Second in priority (49%) 
were concerns related to the educational program offered by the public 




s 



TABLE 3 

Reasons for Initially Enrolling in Public or Private 
Schools for Students Withdrawing From MCPS 



Type of Initial 
o Enrollment 



Reasons 



Church 1 



Church 2-12 



Mo n church 



Public School 
N=25 3 



Percentage 



Religion 
Parental Values 
Discipline 
School Staff/ 

Interpersonal 
Program 
Child-related 
Convenience 
Cost 



1 
17 
G 

i9 

4 
0 
89 
11 



0 
54 
0 

34 
5 

b 

67 

.21 



0 

0 ' 

44** 
11 
2 

61** 
26 



Private School 
N=24 



Religion 
Parental Values 
Discipline 
School Star f/ 

interpersonal 
Program 
Convenience 



40 
40 
33 

13 
20 

27 



Q 

ii 
0 

22 
11 
67* 



^Percentages are based on multiple responses and niay be more than 100 
percent. 



"Extreme caution should be taken in interpreting these data because of the 
extremely small size of the sample of students initially enrolling in private. 



school 



' *P {.05 
**? ^.01 
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■ ' EXSiBIT 3 i ' - 

Reasons for MCPS or Private School Withdrawal 

i Reilgion 

Religion in general. 

Wanted religious Background for certain tiie period. 
Church desired or required private school enrollment. 
Wanted religious education for discipline/enviroum^nt . 
Wanted religious education for values /ethics/raof als , 
Wanted religious education for academic reasons. 



2 Parental Values 

Concern with sex education. 

Concern with integration, bussing, racial _ problems/ tension . 
Tradition in family to attend, private/public school. 
Wanted rabre social and psychological aspects to be considered. 
Wanted higher moral and ethical standards. 

VJanted to Instill self -discipline, self-worth; character-building. 
Reputation; good reports. 
Neve*.' intended otherwise. 
Public is as good as private. 



3 Di3GipljLn& 

Discipline problems in general. 

Discipline problems related to open ciassroon? /combination classes. 

Inadequate supervision provided by school system and/or staff. 

Problems in discipline related to specific incidents. 

Discipline related to behavior of child (ren). 

Drug-related concerns. 

Safety. 



4 School/Staff Interpersonal 
General dissatisfaction with school ^nd staff. 

General dissatisfaction- with school administration and policies." 
Dissatisfaction with specific school Vhild will attend/attends. 
'General dissatisfaction with teachers 
Dissatisfaction with specific teacher(s). 
Teachers not qualified ; poor- teaching . V 

Tsachers poor attitude, \ ' : 

Teachers nonprofessional behavior and actions* 
Poor relation£/com:minication with school \staff . 

Inadequate school environment; poor facilities (school overcrowded — school 
size, no lanch program or physical education); materials, .supplies. 

Dissatisfaction with school administration and policies. 

Instability of school system — teachers involuntary transferred, too many 
subs, school closing. 

Liked/preferred particular school (system) or staff. 



Non-American families desire to. attend own iangnage/cul ture school. 

Better edacational quality in public/private school. 

Pref^red environment of private/public school. * 

Wanted more academics, higher academic standards. 

Generally.:poor/lov quality/uuHatisfactory curriculum/program. 

tack of college preparatory or^ enriched curriculum in private school. 

Lack of homework emphasis; no follow-up; , lack of study skixis/habits.' 

^ack of structure; dislike of open schools or open cla3srooms~(withdrawal 

from pub lie)' r too s true tured----withdr awn from private. 

Need for tutoring/extra help for special problems. 
Improper placement into. classes/groups; misdiagnosis of problems. 
Better extracurricular programs desired. 
•Better math program available. - - 

More individualization or personal attention desired. 
Pupil. teacher ratio; class size more favorable. 
School standards slipping. 
Combination classes judged not desirable.. 

Too demanding^ or difficult a curriculum; child too' pressured. 

6 Chiid-Related 

Poor attitude; self-concept, etc. 
Child unhappy or depressed. 

Child showing' troublesome behavior "or emotional problems. 

Poor personal relations or adjustment problems — personality conflict with 

teacher, difficulty getting along in general with teacher (s), with other 

s tuden t(s) . 

Child not living up to potential; underachieving. 
Academic needs not being met. 

Academic or personal needs were met (no. longer need day care, child is older, 
e.^;) so no ionger have need for school (system); ready for public 
schools. 

Child preferred to transfer. 

Teacher /psychologist recommended the change. 

Mo choice—suspension, expulsion, failure. 



I-CGnvenienc^ 
Convenience in_ general. - " 

Wanted all children in same setting with the same vacations. ^ 
Hours preferred . 

School had a good location, close to home. 

Preferred a neighborhood school. 

Transportation available. 

Child desired to hg: with friends. 

Family moved . 

A good time to svltch. 

8 Cost 



Cost 



TABtE 4 

Reasons for Withdrawal From MGPS 
' By Type of Group' 



Church 1 Church 2-12 Nonchurch 

N-70 N-144 







Perceti ta^e 




Religion 


54 


25 


3* 


Parantai Values 


27 


i7 


14 


Discipline 


34 


47 


24* 


School Staff /Interest 


29 


49 


56* 


Edacational Program 


49 


' 68 


92* 


ehiid-reiatad 


14 


38 


60* 


Convenience 


14 


- 14 


6 


Cost 


0 


0 


b 



*P ( .01 



Church 2^12 - ' ' ■ ^ 

Parents v^o withdrew thei-r children tip church-related schools in the 
later grades differed from thos'e ' withdrawing;, earlier in the degree of 
ernphasis placed on educational '-concerns . ^ Sixty^eight ^ percent of the 
responses of this group related to dissatisfaction wqLth the /educational 
program, priniarlly individualizatidri and class* size i ''This. grtup wasr, also 
concerned^ however, with school /community relatipns .<;49X) ^ _ discipliae 
^ (47%)-, arfd meeting children's eraotidnal and academic^' neieds r (38%) . • It is 
perhaps somewhat surprising that - religion ranked f If th ^ 6ut of -eight 
reasons for this group, with conly 25 percent of theiif responses falling 
into this category. ... * ' • 

Monchurch _ * * . 

Parents. vho vithdrew thfir child to ndnchurch-r^lated schools 
overwhelming expressed concerns with the, overall MCPS eaucatiorial program 
(92%), and specif ically cited class size and iiidividualizat ion as 
important. Also mentioned with considerable ' frequency were problems 
related to meeting children's academic and emotional 'needs ,(60%) and 
• school /community relatipns (56%). Discipline ranked foorth, 'with 24 
percent of the responses of this group of parents' falling- into this 
category. , 



It Is clear from this pattern of responses that a continuum of concerns 
exists, from the^religious .to_ the academic, with quite differential emphasis 
being placed on each by the separate groups of parents. The Church 1 group 
clearly differs from the other two in its concern f or ^ a religious ^ education; 
and, given the reasons for enrolling in MCPS, Its probable intent ion\.frora the 
beginning was to enroll thedr children in private schools once they became 
available. In this sense-, this group may be very much like those who never 
enroll in MCPS. ' j . 

At the other extreme are those who transfer their children ' to 
nonchurch-related. schools. -. These parents do so primarily because they, feel 
the public schools educational program is lacking. In addition, they *have, 
many complaints about how school or staff have treated them as parents. 

The Church 2-12 group falls neatly between the extremes represented by 'th'e^ 
Npnchurch and Church 1 groups^^ sharing some of,the discipline'-related concerns ' 
of the latter, but in ^ more ways resembling the former in its concern for 
educational programs and childrert's needs. These are parents who eventually 
choose church-related schools but for what appear to be very different reasons 
from those transferring to church-related schools at the first grade level. 

Interestingly, nong of the groups mentioned bussing or desegregation 
activities as a major reason for selecting to leayeMCPS^ Additional analysis 
comparing enrollment and_ withdrawal patterns (see Appendix F) generally 
confirm this finding. There appears to -be no strong relationship between 
percentage minority enrollment in a school ahd the . percentage of white 
students selecting to transfer to .^private schools'. • 

■ ^ X 



0 



Row Satisfied Were the Parenta Wtiih-the^abiic-arid-grtyate-SchooIsr 

Parents who transferred their children to private schools were far more 
sitls.fie4 with, the private schools and their services than with the public 
schools. Oh 40 out of -the 42 items examined, the private school was rated 
as more satisfactory than the public school (Table 5). 

On only oriej item, distance between the school and home, were public schools 
given a higher rating than private schools: 94 percent of the respondents 
were satisfied with the distance with public school was from the home, while 
62 percent were satisfied with the private school distance from .home. 

However, the three groups were far from homogeneous in their evaluations of 
specif Ic features of the public and _ private _ schools . Tables 6 and 7 present 
the findings for items on which significant differences, were" fdXxnd, (Detailed 
data ar,e ' presented in Appendix F.) Dif ferences were" especially pronounced 
with regard to attitudes toward the public schools , where significant 
differences were found for 31 of the 42 items. These differences, .generally, 
were consistent vith differences in withdrawal reasons discussed earlier. _For' 
example, those attending nonchurch-related schools were far less satisfied^ 
with student achievement than those attending church-related schools. They 

school staff in terms of warmth and sensitivity. 
Those attending church-related schools were less satisfied with the religious 
aspects of education. Generally, as with the withdrawal responses , ^the 
attitudes of the Church group fell between those of the Church 1 and 

Noncharch groups. ' ■ 



( 




■^A foilbw-up of parerlits of students who had been included in Edward's study 
of students who transferred to private school during the 1979-80 school year 
showed chat generally they remai'ne.d highly satisfied with ^ the services 
provided by the private schools' a year* or more after transferring. 
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Accicudes.of Parents Withdrawing Their Child From 
MCPS Regarding Public and Private Schools 



Sacisfaccion Icema 



. . Percentage 
Public to Private 
Sample 



Public 



Private 



: 7^ 

Student Achievement 
Student School Satisfaction 
Acceptance of Other Scadents 
Disruptive Classroom Befitvior 
Disruptive School Behavior 
Abusive Language 
Crime and Vandalism 
Drug Abuse 

Intimidation and Victimization 

Unexcused Absences 

Individualization 

Staff Academic Qualifications 

Sraff Enthusiasm 

Staff Warmth and Sensitivity 

Teacher Turnover and Substitutes 

Student-Teacher Ratio 

Student Promo tioh Policy 

Staff Challenge of Students To Do Best 

Amount of Homework 

Follow-ap on Assigiied Work 

Opportunity To Repeat Grades 
in Different Settings;^ 

Appropriate Books and Materials 

Teaching Belov Average, Handicapped Student 

■Reaching Average S'^udents 

Teaching AbbVe Average Gifted Stiidents 

Curriculum Structure 

Elementary Level Basic Skills" 

Secondary Level. Academic Skills^ 

Work-Study Skills 

College Preparatory Courses^ 

yalues _ _ . ' 

Moral and Ethical Standards 

Reli|ic3us Education 

Human Growth and Development 

Attention to Parental Concerns t 

Contacting Parents About Student Problems 

Attitude and Coopieration 

Aesthetic Appearance of Facility and Grounds- 
School Maia^nance and Cleanliness 
Number of Sc^ol Days_ 
'School Di3tari(:e"'frbni Home 



51, i 

53.1 

78.0 

45.0 

46.9 

43.0 

54.9 

44.0 

56.3 

61.0 

41.9 

75.1 

65.1' 

64.4 

70.4 

47.3 

40.8 

40.1 

40.3 

47.5 

31.0 

76.2 

40.8 

60.1 

49.5 

59.9 

52.9 

24.1 

37.8 

16.5 

40.1 

45.8 

30.9 

65.3 

58.1 

57.6 

67.5 

88.1 

86.7 
86.6 
94.2 



97.5* 
97.5* 
94.2* 
96.4* 
95.3* 
89.2* 
88.4* 
70.8* 
88.1* 
'81.2* 
96.0* 
93.5* 
97.5* 
97.8* 
84,1* 
93.1* 
68.2* 
96.8* 
95.3* 
96.8* 

38.3* 

96.8* 

40.4* 

90.6* 

72.9* 

90.6* 

83.5* 

50.0* 

95.0* 

36.3* 

94.2* 

95.7* 

91.0* 

88.1* 

97.8* 

55.0* 

98.6* 

95.3* 

916.4* 

95.3* 

61.7* 



^This is the sample size for the total sample transJarrlng from MCPS to 
prxv^te schools for each item, however, sample sizes differed, dLending on 
cne number or missing responses for each item, atspenaing on 



"Many respondents had no opiaion in these areas. 



TABLE 6 



Acclcudes of Parents Withdrawing Their Ghild From MCPS 

Regarding Public Schools 
I . 

Percentage Satisfied 
or Very Satisfied 



Satisfactiot: Itenis Church Church Nonchurch 

1 2-12 
N-56 N-120 N*52 





*7 /. 




35** 




/ I 


48 


43** 


^Acceptance oc utner ctudents 


91 


^ 72 


76** 


uis*.upLj.ve uiassroom tiencvior 


64 


38 


38** 


Disruptive School Behavior 


59 


40 


49* 


Jallc dllU V duQd J. XSul 


60 


55 


48* 






45 


48** 


Lii c xiii.i.ua Lxon anu v xctxirvxzanon 


56 




52** 


•Liivixv xuudixxza t xon 


61 




22** 


Scaff Academic Quaiif icacions 


81 


77 


o5* 


oLdi^i. cntnusxasm 


83 


64 


48** 


0 ^.ajki* ^a_^vUull a Liu O cLIo X i> X V X L V 


33 


03 




Teacher Turnover and Substitutes 


79 


6d 


67** 


Student-Teacher Ratio 


63 


52 


19** 


Student Proinbtion Policy 


35 


44 


40** 


Staff Challenge of Students To Do Best 


53 


41 


22** 


Amount of Homework 


39 


44 


32** 


Follow-up on Assigned Work 


51 


52 


32* 


Opportunity To Repeat Grades 
_ in Different Settings 








27 


39 


18* 


Teaching Below Average, Handicapped Student 


44 


43 


32** 


Teaching Average Students, 


70 


62 


46** 


Teaching Above Average Gifted Students 


51 


50 


46* 


Curriculum Structure 


54 


63 


59* 


Secondary Level Academic Skills^ 


13 


26 


33* 


Work-Study Skills 

College' Preparatory Courses^ 


40 


39 


21** 


4 


21 


21'-* 


Values 


47 


39 


35** 


Religious Edu'cation 


27 


23 


43** 


Human Growth and Development 


67 


68 


57* 


Attention to Parental Concerns 


70 


59 


41** 


Contacting Parents About Student Problems 


71 


58 


40** 


Attitude and Cooperation 


. 73 


72 


52** 



this is the sample sizes for Che total sample transferring from MC?S to 
private schools- For each item, however, sample sizes differed, depending on 
number of missing responses for each item, * 

2 

Many respondents had no opinion in these areas, 

*.p>:.05 2 J 



TABLE 7 

Attitudes Regarding Private Schools V o_f .Parents 
Withdrawing Their Child From MCPS 



Satisfaction Items 



Percentage Satisfied 
or Ver Satisfied 



Church 
1 



Church 
2-12 



Nonchurch 



Disruptive Classroom !^ehavior 

Unexcused Absences 

Amount of Homework 

Teaching Average Students 

Elementary Level Basic Skil Is 

Secondary Level Academic Skills 

Work-Study Skills 

College Preparatory Courses 

Values 

Moral and Ethical Standards 
Religious Educatio i 



96 


99 


91* 


70 


iB7 


81* 


90 ' 


97 


97* 


96 


92 


81* 


97 


79 


79** 


26 


55 


65** 


90 


97 


95* 


16 


38 ■ 


54** 


97 


98 


83** 


100 


97 


89** 


100 


97 


67** 



^Sample Sizes differed, depending on number of missing responses for each 
item. 



"Many respondents had no opinion: .in these areas. 

* P <'.05 
^*P < .01 



STUDENTS ENTERING MCPS FROM PRIVATE SCHOOLS 



Who- ^re t he S tudents Ent e ring MCPS ^goa^P^r^ate Schools? ^Jhat Are the 
Characterls-ttcs of-Thetr- Families? 

Overaii, the students entering MCPS f rots private school were very similar _to 
those withdrawing in terms of the characteristics examined in this study. Th^ 
students were generally white and equally divided among males and females. 
The most popular grades for entrance were grades one, four, and nine. A 
disproportionately large number of those transferring from church-related 
schools did so at the ninth grade^. This may reflect the fact that many such 
schools end at the ninth grade level. A little over 50 percent of those 
entering MCPS had attended private school for less than three years. However, 
a quarter of those withdrawing from church-related schools did so after 
attending for si^: years or more. This probably reflects those students 
transferring at *.he ninth grade level. 

Nearly half (49%) of the parents were college graduates, with many of those 
transferring from _ nonchurch-related schools having advanced degrees. The 
majority (61%) had lived in Montgraery County for ten or more years. These 
parents tended to have _ other children in the public schools^ with a small 
minority also having children remaining in private school. ' Tables 8 'and 9 
present further details regarding student and parent characteristics. 



Where- Were- These-^udents Initially Enrolled? Why? 



T'^^ _ Z*'^^ withdrew from private school were almost evenly divided 

between those who had begun their education in Montgomery County in private 
and public schools (54% vs. 46%) . Those who had initially enrolled in publfc 
school had done so for reasons similar to those presented earlier — convenience 
and especially the desirability of neighborhood schools and unavailability of 
kindergarten la the private school. Parental values and cost also were cited. 

Reasons for initially enrolling in private school showed jaore group-td-group 
differences. Religious training was mentioned by the Church 1 and Church 2-12 
groups 27 and 60 percent of the time, respecti\^iy . These groups also rated 
parental values highly. Finally, conveniencd^ especially the availability of 
a full day kindergarten, was mentioned frequently by the Nonchurch and the 
Church 1 groups. Table 10 presents the reason^ by category. (Farther details 
are presented in Appendix H.) 



-18- 3x 



TABLE 8 

Characteristics of Students Withdrawn From Private School 

To Attend MCPS , 



Church i 
N»16 



€harch 2^12 
N-iOO 



N-16S 



Sex 



Male 
Female 



Race 



'.^tte 
No nwhite 



44 
56 



86 
14 



Percentage. 



48 
52 



82 
18 



59 
41 



S3 
17 



Grades 
I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

8 

9 

10 
11 
12 

Length of School 
Attendance Before 
Withdrawal 

Less than 1 yeaf* 
Between 1 and 2 years 
and 3 years 
and 4 years 
and 5 years 
and 5 years 



Between 2 
Between 3 
Between 4 
Between 5 
More than 



6 years 



100 
0 

e 

a 
0 
d 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 



25 
44 
19 
0 
0 

b 

0 



0 

11 

9 
10 
10 
7 
9 
7 
20 
9 
7 
2 



15 
16 
16 
13 

7 

9 
24 



29 
6 
11 
16 
5 
1 
3 
3 
9 
6 
7 
4 



16 
23 
25 
17 
5 
4 

10 



Type of Private School Attended 



Catholic 

N'bh-Catholic 

N'b ri-chu re h- r e 1 a t ed 



44 
56 

0 



67 
33 
0 



0 
0 

100 



TABLE 9 



Characteristics of Parents Who Withdrew Their Child 
From Private School To Attend MCPS 



N'umber of Years Montgomery 
County Resident 



Gharch 1 
N-16 



Chureh ^''ll 
N-lOO 



^oochureh 
N-165 



Pergentage_- 



Less than 1 year 
Between 1 and 3 years 
Between. 4 and 9 years 
Between 10 and 14 yea.:s 
15 or more 



6 
13 

38 
12 
31 



6 

10 
17 

26 

41 



4 
14 

30 
31 
21 



Parental Education Level 

Elementary School 
H.S. Incomplete 
H.S. Graduate 
Technical School 
College Incomplete 
College Graduate 
Graduate Study 
Advanced Degree 



0 
0 

25 
0 
25 
43 
0 
6 



1 
5 

22 
5 

27 

21 
7 

13 



0 
1 
9 

2 
21 
25 
15 
26 



Number of Other Children in School 



Public 
0 
i 
2 
3 



4 or More 



0 

56 
19 
19 
6 



1 

39 
39 

1 ■■■ 



e 

49 
42 
9 
0 



Private 
0 

i 



4 or More 



88 
6 

6 

0 
6 



71 
.19 
7. 
2 
1 



83 
12 
5 

0 
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TABLE 10 



General, Reasons for Initially Enrjlling in 
Public or Private School for 
Students Withdrawing From Private School 



Type of Initial 
Enrollment School 



Reasons 



Church 1 



Church 2-12 



Noncharch 



Public 



Private 



Religion Q 

Parental Values LOO 

Discipline 0 
School/Staff 

Interpersonal 0 

Program 0 

Child-related 0 

Convenience 100 

Cost LOO 



1 



Percentage 



Q 
32 

b 

17 
4 

i 

66 
26 



.0 
50 
3 

33 
8 

0 
42* 
19 



Religion 27 

Parental Values 47 

Discipline LJ 
School/S taf f 

Interpersonal 7 

Program 33 

Convenience 53 



60 
49 
20 

id 

15 
22 



2** 

36 
0** 

_3. 

34** 

61** 



Percentages are 
percent . 



bas^d on multiple responses and 



may be more than 100 



* P <.05 
**P <.0I 



Why Did the Parents Withdraw the Child From Private School? Which Type of 



Private School Did They Come From? 



As "Was noted with the groups withdrawing from public school , the three groups 
of parents withdrawing, their children from private school also gave somewhat 
different reasons for making their decisions. Convenience was, however, 
important to all. Cost was also consistently mentioned. Table 11 presents 
their respons.es. (Appendix I presents more detailed data on the responses.) 

Church 1 

Those withdrawing from church-related schools at the first grade level 
generally did so because of convenience or cost. . Fifty-six percent of 
their responses fell into each of these categories. Specific aspects of 
the convenience category • mentioned included the attractiveness of a 
neighborhood school, the ^^sire to attend school with neighborhood 
friends, and the fact that their children would no longer require bus 
transportation.. ^ 

Church 2 

Those transferring from church-related schools in Grades 2 through 12 
also rated convenience highly (47%). However, almost equal stress was 
placed on reasons associated with the educational program (44%) and 
meeting .children's academic and emotional heeds (42%), Thirty-nine 
percent of the responses were related to cost. 

Monchurch 

Those withdrawing their children from nohchurch-related schools mentioned 
convenience in 60 percent of their responses. Like the church groups they 
were attracted by the neighborhood school concept. In addition, however^ 
many simply said it was "an appropriate time." This group also cited 
problems with the private school's educational . program— 54 percent of 
their responses fell in this category. Finally, cost was directly 
mentioned in 37 percent of Che responses of this group, which was somewhat 
less than was the case with those leaving church-related schools.. 



A follbw-up of parents of students who had been included in Edward/ s study 
showed that a small prbportibh of students had transferred back into MCPS by 
the end of the 1980-81 school year. The major reason for this decision was 
cost. 
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TABLE 11 



Reasons for Withdrawal From Private Schools 
By Type of Group 



Church I Church-2^12 ^dnchurch 



Perc^ittage 



Religion 


5 


7 


1 


Parental Values 


6 


8 


8 


3i3c ipline 


0 


3 


4 


School Star f /Interest 


25 


21 


26 


Educational Program 


25 


42 


54* 


efiiid-related 


13 


44 


35* 


Convenience 


56 


47 


60 


Cost 


56 


39 


37 



*P <'.05 
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Parent Satisfactlcn With Public and Private Schools 



Irt contrast to parents of students withdrawing from MCPS, parents who 
transferred their child to MCPS from private schools in Maryland were 
generally quite satisfied with the services gfferedby both the public and 
private institutions (Table 12). (Appendix J" presents more detailed 
findings.) And, despite the fact that they had chosen to withdraw their child 
f ^9?*_ _P?i^^^-^' school, they rated the private school somewhat more 
satisfactorily than the public school in nearly half the 42 areas. On nine of 
the 42 items, the public schools received significantly higher ratings. The 
greatest differences in satisfaction favoring private schools were found in 
the areas of : 



o 


Disrup tive school behavior 


b 


Abusive language 


b 


Crime and vandal ism 


b 


Drug abuse 


o 


Intimidization and victimization 


o 


S tudent teacher ratio 


b 


Values 


o 


Moral and ethical standards 


o 


Religious education 



Differences in satisfaction favoring the public schools were also found in 
several areas. These were: 

d Student-school satisfaction 

d Teaching the below average handicapped student 

o .^ttitude anc cooperation • 

o School distance from home 



Differences beween the three groups in satisfaction also were found (Tables 
13 and 14), These did not, however, add up to any overall pattern. 
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TABLE 12 



Attitudes of Patients Withdiai/ing Their Child From 
Private School Regarding Public and Private Schools 

N-281 



Satisfaction items 



Percentage Satisfied or 
Verv Satisfied 



Public 



Pjrivate 



\ 

\ 



\ 



\ 



Student School Satisfaction 
Disruptive Classroom Behavior 
~ Disruptive School Behavior 
Abusive Language 
Crime and Vandalism 
Drug Abuse \ 
Intimidation and Victimization \ 
Unexcused Absences _ \ 
Staff Academic Qualifications \ 
Staff Enthusiasm 4 
Staff Warmth and Sensitivity 
Teacher Turnover and Substitutes 
Student-Teacher Ratio 
Student Promotion Policy 
Amount of Homework: 
Opportunity to Repeat Grades 

in Different Settings 
Teaching Below Average, Handicapped Student^ 
teaching Above Average Gifted Students | 
Elementary Level Basic Skills 
Work-Study Skills 
Values 

Moral and Ethical Standards 

Religious Education 

Attention to Parental Concerns 

Contacting Parents About Student Problems 

Atti tude^and Cooperation 

School Distance from Home 

School Schedule Convenience 



88.7 


77.7** 


69. i 


85.5** 


68.1 


86.2** 


55.7 


81.6** 


62.4 


86.2** 


6Q.3 


78.4** 


71.6 


85.5** 


81.4 


88.9** 


77.3 


81.9** 


86.2 


84.0** 


85.5 


81.6** 


64.4 


77.9** 


66.0 


87.2** 


67.9 


78. 9** 


69.6 


72. 1** 


51.3 


46.2** 


64.5 


35.8** 


75.4 


74.1* 


75.1 


82.9* 


68.2 


82. 9** 


67.9 


88.3** 


67.1 


92 . 9** 


41.8 


78.4** 


82.6 


77.2** 


76.5 


79.8* 


88.6 


80.9** 


98.6 


64.5** 


92 . 5- 


81 .9** 



^.Sample Sizes .di ffered , depending on number of missing responses for each 
item. 



—2, 



Many respondents had no opinion in these areas. 

* ? <:'.05 
**P <.01 
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TABLE 13 



Attitudes of Parents Withdrawing Their Child From 
Private Schools Regarding Public Schools 
N-281 



- - Percentage Satisfied 
Satisfaction Items or Very Satisfied- 





Church 
i 


Church 
2—12 


Nfonchurch 

- 


uxoLupLxvc u lassL ooiTi Denavxor 


D 1 

81 


61 


80** 


Disruptive School Behavior 


88 


60 


79** 


Abusive Language 


69 


44 


73** 


Student-Teacher Ratio 


88 


71 


56** 


Amount of Homework 


5tt 


- 70 


70* 


Foi low-up on Assigned Work 


63 


72 


82* 


Teaching Below Average, Handicapped Student 


88 


56 


59* 


Secondary Level Academic Skills 


19 . 


54 


27** 


College Preparatory Courses ^ 


13 


50 


25** 


Values 


72 


64 


72** 


Moral and Ethical Standards 


86 


60' 


75** 


Religious Education 


3t 


34 


56-** 


Attention to Parental Concerns 


8i 


82 


84* 


Attitude and Cooperation 


69 


87 


93** 


^This is the total sample size. Sample sizes 
of missing responses for each item. 


differed, 


depending 


on number 



Many respondents had no opinion in these areas. 

* P ^.OS \ - 

**P<.01 



TABLE 14 



Attitudes of Parents Withdrawing Their Child From 
Private Schools Regarding Private Schools 
: • N-281 



Satisfaction Items •^'^ 



individualization 
Staff Warmth and Sensitivity 
Student Promotion Policy* 
Staff Ch'allenge of Students to Do Best 
•Amount, of Homework 0 
Follow-up on Assigned Work 
Appropriate, Books and Materials 
Teaching Below Average, Handicapped Student 
Curriculum jtS true tu re 
Secondary Level Academic Skills " 
College Preparatpr^i, Courses^ 
Moral and Ethical' Standards 
Religious Education 
Attention to Parental Concerns. 
Contacting Parents About Student Problems 



Percentage Satisfied 
2- ^' 



or Very Satisfied 



Church 
1 



Church 
2-12 



Nonchurch 



94 • 


.58 


, 82** 


S7 


77 


"87** 


- 94 


77 


79'** 


94 


74 


38** 


81 


.74 


67** 


88 


8 a 


80^* 


100 




87** 


63 


29 


42** 


88 


•81' 


30* 


19 


49 


31** 


25 


46 


26** 


.94 


■ . 95 


89** 


81 


92 


57** 


94 


. 71 


86*'* - 


94 


75 


86* 









^S'ampie^izes diff ered , depending on number of missing responses , for each 
i t em . 

o * 

'Many respondents had no opinion in this area. * ^ : 

* ? < :05 

**P < .01 ' . 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study shows that parents vithdraw their children frdin the Montgomery 
County Public Schools for a variety of reasons and that ^diffe^rent groups are 
seeking ^different things when they make the decision to transfer their child 
to private school.. Further , in contrast to the Edwards (1981) study, the 
present analysis suggests thft religion is a critical factor for only a small 
group. _ of _ parents\ (approximately 25%) and that factors potentially under the 
control of the school system are the cause of dissatisfaction for the "^ast 
majority • ^ 

Of the three groups, only those who withdrew to church- related schools at the 
first grade level appear to place a great deal of emphasis on religion in 
reaching their decision. They seem generally to have made the decision to 
transfer to private schools even before entering ' MCPS and only use. MCPS 
because of the lack of availability of kindetgarten or first grades in some 
private schools. In addition, there is some evidence from the. demographic 
data that Tihis^^roup is more "private school oriented." That is, they tend 
more than the o the r^ttwb-^groups to have other children in private., school and 
are less likely to have the children remaining in public school. 

The other two groups, those who transfared their children to church-related 
^hools in Grades 2 through 12 and _ those who tratisfered their children to 
^onchurch-related > schools, generally do so because of dissatisfaction with the 
way the school conducts its business of educating children. The data suggest 
J?'^^ J^^^^^ tl^at these parents wanted a mora individualized environment, 
??^^^^^_^^^sses, and programs that they feel will meet more effectively their 
_ needs. These parents also found fault with their 

^^^?^P^_^?^^^^_ _ ^^^^^i^^s^^Ps vith school administrators and teachers, 
expressing dissatisf^fCtion with staff sensitivity and level of communication . 

'^^ssing and desegregation, drug abuse, crime, and 
vandalism were niinimal.^ The desire for increased discipline and structure in 
the schools also* emerged as important, especially for those parents who 
withdrew their' students to church-related schools at the second to twelfth 
grade levels. . . 

In contrast, those who transfer from private to public schools are not really 
dissatisfied with the private school program. While some do express concern 
the educational program being delivered, convenience and cost, are the 
ma^jv.r reasons for leaving the priv.ate school. The data show that the idea of 
"neigLocirhood schools" retains a very large drawing power, both in terms of • 
wLere parents choose to enroll their child initially and why they may 
ultimately decide to withdraw their child from a private school. 
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These findings provoke some interiesting questions regardinjg current MCPS 
pdlicies and practices. For example, the county government must soon be 
making some important poiicy decisions concerning ways of reusing the 30 plus 
public schwts about to be closed over the next three years. At present no 
definite poUcy exists regarding priorities to be used in the recycling of 
such, buildings, and a system for weighing the merits of alternative users Is 
hot . in place,. It can be predicted, however, that a demand for such buildings 
will come from the private school sector, seeking improved or better located 
facilities The findings of this study suggest that the leasing of public 
school buildings _ to private schools may not be to the advantage of the public 
school system. Depending upon thi» particular circumstances of the 
neighborhood, the availability of more "neighborhood private schools" could 
have a very negative impact on the public school system and increase problems 
associated vHth declining enrollments. This concern must "however be balanced 
off against the obvious desirability of the private school to the neighborhood 
and the increased revenues that would accrue to the county as a whole if 
private schools were encouraged to lease closed buildings. 

How to handle the dissatiajied attitude of the small percentage of parents who 
withdrew their children ¥fbm MCPS poses other problems and must itself be kept 
in perspective. Many parents are satisfied w-^th MCPS, and the level of 
satisfaction is high compared to national data. The MCPS 1981 countjrwide 
telephone sarvey conducted in the Spring of_l981 revealed that 50 percent of 
the cguntywide sample and 65 percent of MCPS parents gave the school grades of 
A or 3 ^ while only 36% of all L98L Gallup Poll respondents and 46% of the 
polled parents graded public schoolA or B. 

More importantly, the functions of the two school systems are p.^ant to be' 
different . 

Private schools educate only those children whose family elect to send 
them to the schools and whom the schools accept. Public schools, on the 
other hand, do not control the composition of their student bodies by 
excluding students; they cannot, for example, dismiss children whose 
behavior disrupts the education of others or who cannot meet some 
pre-established (sic) standard of academic aptitude. Public schools meet 
public needs and carry out public policy^ The genius of U.S. public 
education is in its diversity. .. .Nowhere in the world is access to 
educational opportunity broader than in the United States . Our system of 
free public education is a cornerstone of our democratic society. • 



^"How the Community Sees Its Schools," MCPS Learning, October, L98i, p. 2. 

G. Gallup, "The t3th Annual Gallup Poll," Phi Delta Ka ppan, 33-47, 63 
^I). (1981). 

j. Sparling, "Tuition Tax Credits," T-oda^y's Education , (November-December, 
1981), p.i6. " : 
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Nonetheless, if MCPS is interested in _ atteinpting to retain or attract the 
parents who seek private schools ^ this study _doe.s suggest some areas which 
might be explored. While_ there is little. that can be done to satisfy the 
needs of those who seek a religious education^ it. may be possible to meet the 
needs of those who leave because of dissatisfaction vrLth. the educational 
program. The data show that many of the parents who withdrew their child from 
P?^^^^__^^^°9^ so because they felt their children's academic needs were 

"^^^-./^^y ^^^^ especially concerned about class size and the 
individual attention that their child was able -to receive.. Further they 
seemed to be seeking a more personalized 'atmosphere in which, their, needs as 
parents, as well those of their children, were individually addressed. 

^^^^ ^^y_ ??P^°^^ possible alternative ways of reducing class size to 

the levels which so many parents find .attractive, and even to the levels where 
substantial academic benefits have Seen found. This is usually considered to 
be about 15:1 and in fact, researchers have almost universally found that 
decreases in class si^e that do not reduce class size to at least 20:1 will 
have no academic benefits^ _?^so 'want to consider other means of 

creating a more personalized atmosphere in our schools. 

While some will say that we have been ^own both of these routes mariy times 
before, and that the truly effective solutions are either financially or 
politically impossible, we don't think that this is necessarily the case. 
After all, the private schools which are attracting our students are probably 
operating under financial constraints at^ least as tight as our own, and they 
are hiring staff from the same labor markets. 

Also, while only a small percentage of the MCPS population actually transfer 
to private schools because of concerns regarding cls^ss size and 
individualization, it is likely that many of those who stay with, or never 
enter, the. public schools share some of the dissatisfaction. This also makes 
it worth reexamining MCPS practices to see whether or not there are ways in 
which a more personalized, individualized environment ^could be provided. 

^??^s_ _9f __^?^^S t^is -would be to ' examine closely what the more successful 
local private schools are doing. The initial goal would be to try to 
determine the degree to which they are truly providing individualized 
instruction and small class sizes, and the degree to which they are benefiting 
from an image which Is not reflected in the reality of their actual 
instructional environments. Then, tf it is found that they are more effective 
in these respects than are our own schools, the next goal would be to 
determine how they are doing it and the whether their strategies are adoptable 
to MCPS. ^ " 

We strongly suggest that this be undertaken as a follqw-on activity to this 
report.' Just as Giant sends comparison shoppers into Safeway to see how they 
are pricing and displaying their goods, it is about time that we started 
taking the private schools of the Country more seriously and realizing that we 
may have something to learn from them. 



APPENDIX A 



SAMPLE SELECTION 



Using the MCPS pupii data base, two samples were selected for telephone 
interviews. The two. working samples are part of a small and specifically 
defined targeted population which is only about 2 percent of Montgomery County 
Public School's students: those Montgomery County residents who in 1980-1981 
transferred their first through twelfth grade child who was not in an MCPS 
special education center from MCPS to a K^ryland private school or vice 



ve 
rac 



rsa. Although the samples were not randomly selected, on key factors (sex^ 
ce, and grade level) » they are representative of these groups "and includi 
8 students who withdrew from MCPS and 285 who withdrew from Maryland private 
hooIs~I7 percent and 24 percent of the two groups, respectively (Table 



While some bias may have been introduced into the sample since all children 
from the same family who withdrew were both members of the targeted population 
and possible sample, there were few of these cases since most parents only 
responded to the telephone interview for one child. 



TABLE A-1 



Comparisons o£ Charac cer is cics Between che Two 
Wichdrawal Samples and Populations 



Characcer is cics 



? S-W-i^h d r.awa — 



Sample 
(n»278) 



Populacion 
(N»1672) 



too l WL C hdrat^ats 



Sample 
(n*285) 



(N«1205): 



Sex 



Male 
Female 



55.1 
44.9 



56.0 
44,0 



51,6 
48,4 



52,0 
48,0 



Race 



American Indian 

Asian 

Slack 

^vli ize 

His panic 

Grade 



0.4 
1.4 
5-1 
89.5 
3.6 



0.2 
3.5 
7,4 
84.3 
4,6 



0.0 
2.8 
9-5 
82,5 
5,3 



0.0 
3-9 
12.0 
79,3 
4,7 



1 



6 
7 
3 
9 

10 
11 
12 



27 .5 
6.9 
7;2 
4;7 
8;3 
6.2 
9.i 
5.1 

13.4 

6.5 
4.3 
0.7 



22.4 
6.7 
7. t 
6.3 
8.0 
7.3 

12.0 
6.2 

11.1 
6.5 
4.5 
1.6 



L6.1 
8.4 
9.1 

It. 2 
7.4 
4.2 
6.3 
4.9 

14. 7 
8.1 
6.7 
2.8 



L8.8 
8.9 
6.1 
7 .9 
7.3 
6.0 
8.2 
5.1 

12. 3 
9.2 
7.2 
2.9 



Percentages may not total to 100 due to rounding error. 
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APPENDIX B 



SURVEY INStRU^^ENTS 

The survey instruments for the two groups were essentially identical. Both 
addressed reasons that parents withdrew their child from public or private 
school, and characteristics and attitudes of the parents, as well as reasons 
that the parents, as Montgomery County residents, initially enrolled rheir 
child in pubic or private school. The questions were similar to those used in 
the earlier 1979-80 Edward's study, although the attitudinal items in the 
present survey were greatly expanded. 




inscruccions for thccryicwers - Form 1 
Public CO Privace 



Card Col^ 



INTERVIEW SCRIPT- 



Hello, this is ^ ^ 

I'm working wich Che Mbncgomery Councy Public School Sysceo ' s 
Deparcraenc of Educational Accouncabilicy . May I speak with Che 



parents or guardian o£- 



(INQUIRE AS TO WHETHER THE PERSON INTERVIEWED IS THE 

I: MOTHER, 2: FATHER, 3: GUARDIAN OF THE CHILD.) / J 

(IF THE PERSON. REACHED, INDICATES THAT HE OR SHE IS NOT 
THE PERSON TO INTERVIEW, SAY) Do you have a number 
where che parencs of chis child may be reacl]Led? 
(IF YES, WRITE THE NUMBER: ■ _ ) 

The school syscem is surveying parencs who wichdrew cheir 
children from public school Co place c'hem in a privace school. 
Your par cicipacion is vbluncary. Your answers will be kepc 
confidencial and be recorded wich no associacion wich 
you or your child. 

We would like you Co pare icipace in che scudy because our 
records show chac you recencly wichdrew your child from a 

Montgomery Councy public school. Is chac correcc? 

(1: YES, 2: NO) 



(IF YES, CONTINUE) 

(IF NO, SAY:) I^m sorry, Ic was my understanding chat 

had been withdrawn 

frop , . school to_accend a privace 

school. Thank you for che inforniacion. Goodbye. 
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Card Col. 



Survey Questionnaire - Form 1 

1. When you firsc enroLl^id this child in a school as a Montgomery County 
resident, was that school public or private? 

Public (Go to 2) 1 

Private (Go to 7). r^t ^ / 

2. Prior to your recent wichdrawal, was your child enrolled in a MCPS 

school "continuously since your initial residence in Montgomery County? 

Yes (Go to 3) ' • v • 1 

No ; . 2 / J 

IF NO, SAY: ^ ^ _ 

You are not one of the parents or guardians that we wish to 
interview, thank you v^ry rau<:h for your time. Goodbye, 

3. Please think for a moment about your_ reasons for enrolling your child 
initially in a _ Moncgotnery County public school rather than a private^ 
school. Then state the 3 moa;t important reasons in the order of their 
importance, naming the most important one first. 

a. Most important " " • — — " 



b. Second 



Third 



You have enrolled yoaC ch^ld in a private school, Were there particular 
poirci~e^ /br actions of the Board of Education which influenced your 
decisions/to withdraw your child from Montgomery County Public Schools? 

Yes •/..;•.... i ... . 1 

No ,./;... 2 / / 

IF NO,/ CO TO 5 

IF YES, Please f^ll me which policies or actions. 



ERLC 



5. Please Chink for a raometiC aboac your reasons for wichdrawing your child ^ 
from MCPS. Then stace Che 3 mosc iaxporcanc reasons in Che order of cheir 
imporCance, naming Che mosc itnporCanC one firsC. 

a. hose Important . - - . ^ • 



b. Second 



c. Third 



6, Ybu said chac . ^ was Che m ^t 

iiporcanc reason for wichdrawing your child from MCPS. Please gxve ^ some 
public school illuscracions of chis problem. 



Whac could h^ve been done by MCPS school staff Co avoid Chis problem? 



(-GO TO 11) 1 - 

I . ■ . 

_ ^ _ 

Please Chink for a momenc abouC che reasons you enrolled your child^ 
inicially in a privaCe school racher Chan MCPS, Then sCaCe Che 3 mosc 
imporcanc reasons in the order of Cheir importance, naming the most 
imporCanC one first. 



a. Mosc ImportanC 



b. Second 



Third 



EKLC 
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YoQ have now rie-enrolied yout c^ild in a pcivace school. Were ther^ -j; 
particular policies or actions of the Board of Education which influenced 
your decision Co withd; aw your child , from Montgomery County Public Scho'ols? 



Yes. 
No . 



1 
2 



/ / 



IF YES, Pteas:^ cell me which polices or actio 



ns . 



IF NO, GO TO 9 i ■ * 

Please Chink for a mocHeiiC abduC your reasons for withdrawing your child 
from Che MCPS . Then sCaCe the 3 most impbrcarit reasons in the order of 
their importance, naming the most important pne first. 

a. Most important - 

V .. 

b. Second 



c. Third 



You said that . was the most important " 

reason for withdrawing your child from MCPS. Please give me some public 
school illastrations of this problem. 



What could, have been done by MGPS school staff to avoid this problem? 

r , 
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I will read a list d£ copies which have to do with school in generally I 
wpulci like you to consider your satisfaction with each topic when yov 
child was in thie mos^t gecwv^ub^tic-school; » To indicate 

your satisfaction with each topic I would like you to use the following 
Satisfaction Scale. OREAD THE SCALE. Jl 



SATISFACTION. SCALE 

(READ SCALE) * 

1 * Very Satisfied 

2 « Satisfied 

3 « Not Satisfied 

4 « Very Unsatisfied 

9 * No opinion/Don't know/ 
Not applicable/No Answer 



Now, I will. read the list and you are to ujse the scale to rate your 
satisfaction with the Dublic school. 




(READ THE LIST OF TOPICS.. HAVE THE_ INTERVIEWEE RESPOND FOR THE PUBLIC 
SCHOOL, RECORD THE APPROPRIATE_NUMERS FOr\ THE SCALE ON T^ BLANKS BfSIDE 
EACH TOPIC. YOU MAY RE-READ THE SCALE WHEN \^EEDED BY PARENT,) 

Nowi I will read the list again and ask you tK use the same scale to rate 
your satisfaction with the_ private school ybug-^4v41^ 4^ attendiag^ . 
(READ THE LIST AGAIN AND RECORD THE SCALE NUMBERS. ) 



The topics are organized into these categories for youx convenience: students, 
classroom instruction, curficutum, and school services! I will now read the topics 
under each category. 

PUBLIC PRIVATE Car// ' 

A. Studfjacs ________ / 

Amount or level of student: j ^. 



11, Achievement ........ 

12, Sactsfaction with school . , 

13, Acceptance of other studeots 



14. Disruptive Behavior in the classroom 



is! Disruptive behavior in the school. 

16. Abusive language 

17, Crime and vandalism 




/i 



ERIC 



■5- 



51 



PUBLIC PRIVATE Card Col. 



18. Drug abuse ................... 

19. IntLmi<Ia'CLOh and viccimizacton of other scudents 

20. Unexcus^d absences • 



B. Classroom Icvstruccioo - 
Excenc or level of: 

21. IndividualizaCLon to meet student needs. 

■22. Staff academic qualifica-tLons . . . . 

23. Staff enthusiasm . 

24. Staff warmth and sensitivity to students 

25. Teacher turn-over and use of substitutes 

26. Teacher-student ratio. . . ...... i 

27. Student proaiocion policy ..... "* r">- 



28. Challenging students to do their best. 

29. Amount of homework 

3G. Follow-ap on assigned work 

31* -Op^portanities to repeat grades in different settings 

32. Appropriate books and materials 

33. Teaching of below average or handicapped Students. . 

34. Teaching of average students .... 



35. Teaching of ^^bove average or gifted students . 



... 



C. Carriculom 

Amount of emphasis on: 



36. Carrt^catom structure .: . 

37. Elementary level basic skills . . . 

38. Secondary level academic skills. 



I: 
I; 
I: 



T.: 
I: 
I: 
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39. Work-scudy skills. . . . . 

40. College preparatory courses. 

41. Valuers ^ . 

42. Morat^and ethical standards. 

43. Religious education. . . \ . 

44. Humaa growth and dev-elopment 



PUBLIC PRIVATE Card Col. 

_ • • 
I: ' 



U. 

i 

I: 
1: 
I: 



I 



D, School Services 

45. Attention to parent coricferns 

46. Contacting parents about student problems 

47. Attitude and cooperation ........ 

48. Appearance .of facility and grounds . . . 
49« School .maintenance and^ cleanliness . . . 

50. Ntjanber of days school is open. ..... 

51. School distance from' home. . . .i^ ; . . . 

52. Convenience of school schedule to family schedule. 
REPEAT 11 THROUGH 52 FOR PRIVATE SCHOOLS 

53. a. Before withdrawing your child from MCPS.did you attempt to transfer 

him/her to another Montgomery County public school? • * 




Yes, GO TO (b) ........ 1^ 

No, GO -TO (d) . . . . . . . . . "2 

Was the request granted? 

Yes, GO TO (d) ... 1 

No, GO TO (c) ........... 2 



/ 



I: 



4- / 



If Che request had been gr?.hted, would you have withdrawn your child? 

-_-,/■ 

Yes GO Id (d) / 



No GO TO 60, 



1 

2 



/ / 



I: 



I: 
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54. a, 



^ C^rd Col. 
If transpbrcation CO another MCPS school was provided by MGPS at 
ho cose CO you, would you hav«5 wichdrawn your child? 

Yes 1 ; ' 

No 2 /_/ I: , 

If transportation CO another MCPS school was provided by MCPS at your 
expanse, would you have wi'thdrawti your child? ^ 

Yes A ^ - 

No 2 , LU I- . I 

How long did ycur child attend Montgomery County public schools? f 

One year or less . 3+ to 4 years . . , 4 . ^ 

One+ years to 2 yea^si 2 ' 4+ to 5 years . ; . 5 , 

2> CO 3 years r'^. . ! 3 5-»- Co 6 years . ; . 6 / / I: 1 

^ More Chan 6 years .7 



55. Which private 'school does he/she accend? 

WRITE NA>1E OF SCHOOL 1 CODE S 

56 • a. 



57. 



Whac kind of priyace school*^ is he/she| acceriding 
now? Is ic a (READING: THE FOLLOWING jtLTE^NATIVES) 

school i • i i ••••• 1 



^acholic 

Non-cacholic , church related schgol. 
Private school, not church relaced 
Don't know/no answer 



2 
3 
9 



llow many school aged (Grades lC-12) chi 



Idreh do you have. 



oCher Chan 



(IF NONE, GO TO #58.) 7, 



b. Including 



, how many 



are in public schools and how many are 
schools? (RECORD THE NUMBERS.) 



of your children 
in private 



PUBLIC SCHOOL , / / 

^ 

PRIVATE SCHOOL / / 
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_ _ __ __ Card Col, 

58. How raahy years have you lived in Montgomery County? • 

Less_than one year • 
i - 3 years • • • i ; 
4- 9 years. . • • • 
10 14 years • • , 
15 or more years , . 
Don * t know/ no answer 

59. What was the highest grade (or year) of school you completed? 

Elementary school (lC-8). 

^^i^ ^^§99^ incomplete 
High schoo 1 graduate 

Technical^ trade, or business school . • , 
College incomplete ............ 

College graduate 
Graduate study 
Advanced degree, 
Don't know/no answer 

( CLOSURE) 

That was the last question in the interview. Thank you very much 
for taking the time to answer these questions for us. 

Goodbye. 



\ 
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2 

3 / / I: 

4 

5 
9 
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Inscruccions for Interviewers - Form 2 
Private to Public 



. INTERVIEW SCRIPT 

Card Col. 

Hello, Chis is _^ 

I'm working with the Montgomery County Public School System's 
Departmenc of EducaCional Accountability. May I speak wich the 

parent or guardian of ^? 



( IN<3UIRE AS TO WHETHER THE PERSON INTERVIEWED IS THE _^ 

1: MOTHER, 2: FATHER, 3: GUARDIAN OF THE CHILD.) 7 / I: 

(IF THE PERSON REACHED INDICATES THAT HE OR SHE IS NOT 

THE PERSON TO INTERVIEW, SAY) Do you have a number z 

where Che parents of chis child may be reached? 

(IF YES, WRITS THE NUMBER: ) 

The school system is surveying parents who wichdrew their 
children from private school Co place Chem in a MonCgoraery CounCy 
Public School. Your part icipaCion is voluntary. Your answers will 
be kepC confidencial and be recorded wich no association 
wich you or your child. 

We would like you to parcicipace in Che sCudy because our 
records show ChaC you recenCly enrolled your child in a 

Montgomery County public school from a private school. ^ 
Is that correct? 

(1: YES, 2: NO) / / I: _ 



(IF NO, SAY:) I'm sorry. It was my understanding 

that_ h ad been 

withdrawn from a private school and enrolled in - 

school. Thank you for the information. 
Goodbye . 

( IF YES, CONTINUE^ 



5b 



Survey Quescioanaire - Form 2 



Card Col;. 



!• When yoii firsc enrolled chis child in a school as a Moncgomery County 
resiidenc, was chac school public or private? 

Public (Go CO 7) I 

Private (Go Co 2) 2 / / 

2. Prior Co your recenc wichdfawal, was your child enrolled in a 
privace school concinuously since your inicial residence in 
MonCgoraery CounCy? 

Yes (Go CO 3) , 1 - 

No- ................ 2 I / 

IF NO, SAY: 

You are noc one of Che parenCs or guardians ChaC we wish Co 
interview- Thank you very much for your cime. Goodbye. 



Please chink for a raoraemC^^fe^Ji^ ybar reasons for enrolling your child 
inicially in a privace school rl^§^ Chan a Moncgomery CounCy public^ 
school- Then scace Che 3 most impol*tsinc reasons in Che order of cheir 
importance, naming the most important one first- 

a - Mo s t irapor t an t , , 



b. 



Second 



c • Th i rd 



a/ 
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4. Yoa have enrolled your child in a public school^: Were chereparcicalar 
policies or actions by che Board of Edacacion which influenced your 
decision co enroll your child in Moncgomery County Public Schools? 

Yes. .............. . 1 

No 2 ' r~j i 

IF NO, GO TO 5 

IF YES, Please cell rae which policies or actions. 



5. Please think for a moment about your reasons for now withdrawing your child 
from the private school. Then state the 3 most important reasons in the 
order of their importance, naming the most important one first. 

a. Most important ^ . 



b. Second 



c. Third 



You said that ' ^ was the most 

important reason for withdrawing your child from private schools Please 
give ne some private school illustrations of this problem. 



^liat could have been done by private school staff to avoid this problem? 



(GO TO 11) 



53 



7. Please chink for a moment abouc che reasons you enrolled your child 

initially in MCPS racher chah a privn, school. Then scace che 3 raosc 
impbrcanc reasons in che order of cheir imporcance^ naming Che mosc 
imporcanc one firsc. 



a. Mosc iraporCanC 



b. Second 



c. Third 



You \\ave now re-enrolled your child in MCPS. Were Chere parc^calar 
policies or accions by che Board of Educacioti which influence^ your 
decision Co recurn your child to Moncgomery Councy Public Schools? 

Yes 1 ; \ , 

No , , . . . 2 I 

IF YES, Please Cell me which policies or acCions. 



IF NOi GO TO 9 

9, Please chink for a momfinC abouC your reasons for wichdrawing your child 
from che privace school. Then scace chc 3 mosc imporCanC reasons in the 
order of cheir imporCance^ naming Che mosc importanC one first. 

a. Mosc imporCanC 



b. Second 



c. Third 
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lb. You said that was the raost 

important reason for withdrawing your child from private school. Please 
give me some private school illustrations of this problem. 



What could have been done by private school staff to avoid this problem? 



I will read a list of topics which have to do with school in general, I 
would like you to consider your satis faction with each topic when your 
child was in the most rrcent private- school he/she attended . To indicate 
your satisfaction with each topic I would li^e you to use the following 
Satisfaction Scale, (READ THE SCALE,) 



SATISFACTiGN SCALE 
(READ SCALE) 

1 " Very Satisfied 

2 ■ Satisfied 

3 » Not Satisfied. 

4 * Very Unsatisfied 

9 « No opinion/Don't khov// 
Not applicable/No Answer 



Now, I wilt read the list and you are to use the scale to rate your 
satisfaction with the PRIVATE SCHOOL , 

(READ THE LIST OF TOPICS, HAVE THE INTERVIEWEE RESPOND^ FOR THE PRIVATE 
SCHOOL, RECORD THE APPROPItlATE NU>IBERS FOR THE SCALE _0N iT.HE BLANKS BESIDE 
EACH TOPIC. YOU MAY RE-READ THE SCALE WHEN NEEDED BY PARENT,) 

Now, I will read the.;: list again and ask . you to use the same scale to rate 
your satisfaction .with the jpoblic school your child is now attending , 
(READ THE LIST AGAIN AND RECORD THE SCALE NUMBERS.) 
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The topics are organized incb these caccgpries for your convenience: students, 
classroom inscruccioni curriculum, and school services^ I will now read the 
copies under each category. 

PRIVATE PUBLIC Card Col. 



A. Students 

Amount or level of student: 



11. AchievenvenC 

12. Satisfaction with school 

_v_ _ _ _ ' _' 

13. Acceptance of other students . . 

14. Disruptive behavior in the classroom ...... 

15. Disruptive behavior in the school. ....... 

16. Abusive language . . . . 

17. Crime and vandalism. ...... ^ • 

IS. Drug abuse 

19. Intimidation and victimization of other students 

20. Unexcused absences . 



I: 
I: 
I: 
I: 
I: 
I: 
I: 
I: 
1: 
i: 



B. Classroom Instruction 
Extent or level of: 



21. Individualization to meet student needs. ...... 

22. Staff academic qualifications. ........... 

23. Staff enthusiasm ............. 

24. Staff warmth and sensitivity to students ...... 

25. Teacher turn-over and use of substitutes ...... 

26. Teacher-student ratio. 

27. Student promotion policy 

28- Challenging students to do their best. .... • • v 

29. Amount of homework i i 

30. Follow-up on assigned work 

31. Opportunities to repeat grades in different settings 

32. Appropriate books and materials. 

P r 
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33. Teaching of below average or handicapped scudcncs 

34. teaching of average scudencs .......... 

35. teaching of above average or gifced sCudencs • • 

C. Curriculum 

Amount of emphasis on: 

36. Curriculum s true cure 

37. Elemen-cary level basic skills . 

38. Secondary level academic skills * 

39. Work-scudy skills. 

40. College preparatory courses. . 

41. Values ..................... 

42« Moral and ethical standards. .......... 

43. Religious education. .............. 

44. Human growth and development ........... 

D. School Services 

45. Attention to parent concerns . , 

46. Contacting parents about student problems. . . . , 

47. Attitude and cooperation . 

48. Appearance of facility and grounds . , 

49. School maintenance and cleanliness . . 

50. Number of days school is open ». 

51. School distance from home . . 

— . — ... ^ ^ 

52. Convenience of school schedule to fan^ily schedule. 

REPEAT 11 THROUGH 57. FOR PUBLIC SCHOOLS 



53. a. 



How long did your child accend private schools? 



Card Col. 



One year^r less . .. < 
One+ years cb 2 years, 
2+ CO 3 years. ... 



1 3+ CO 4 years . . 

2 4+ CO 5 years • • 

3 5+ CO 6 years • • 
More Chan 6 years 



4 
5 
6 
7 



/ / 



54. a. Which privace Vchoo^^^^ list attend? 

WRITE NAME OF SCHOOL_ CODE SCHOOL 



55 What kind of private school did he/she withdraw _ 

from? Is it a (READING THE FOLLOWING ALTERNATIVES) 

Catholic school. 

Non^atholic ^ church related school. ...... 2 

Private school^ not church related ....... 3 

Don't know/no answer ... ...... 9 

56. a. How many school aged (Grades K-i2) children do you have. 

ocher Chan NONE, GO TO #57.) 

-, how many oE your children 



Including - - — ^ 

are in public schools and how many are in private 
schools? (RECORD THE NUMBERS.) 



PUBLIC SCHOOL 



PRIVATE SCHOOL 



57. How many years have you lived in Montgov,,-. ; y C^unt^. * 



Less Chan one year . 

1 - 3 years 

4-9 years 

10 - 14 years .... 
15 or more years . . 
Don'c know/no answer 



S3 



58, Whac was che. highest grade (or year) of school you compleccd? 



Eleniehcary school (K-8) . 1 

High school incompleCe 2 

High school graduate . 3 

Technical, trade, or business school ... 4 

College tnconipteCe •••••••••••• 5 

:^:Catlege :gradaa:te: • •••••••••••• 6 

Graduate study < ^ 7 

Advanced degree. 8 

Don't know/no answer • • 9 



(ClOSURE) 

That was Che last question in the interview, thank you very much 
for taking the time to a; swer these questions for us. 

Goodbye. 
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DATA COLLECTION 



The data were collected by telephone interviews wtth^J^hen^er possible, a 
parent of the student. Of the public to private respondents.,/76 percent were 
the mothers and 23 percent were the fathers; 76 percent of the private to 
public respondents were mothers, and 21 percent were fathers. The interviews, 
conducted under the auspices of the MCPS Department of Educational 
Accountability from November , 1980, through May, 1981, took, in soie cases, .as 
long as one hour to complete. The parents were, in general, extremely 
cooperative in their participation efforts. 

DATA ANALYSIS • * 

After the data were collected .open-ended wtthdrawaL and initial enrollment 
items were coded and categoriezed. Analyses of a descrijDtive nai'--^^ vere 
-performed using Statistical Programs for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 

In almost all cases, percentages based or the frequency of respcn. 
respondent were calculated and reported.^ It should \be noted iv: 

(withdrawal and initial enrollment) questions with multiplex resx.-: ? y^r 
percentage of respondents (cases) • or percentage of jresgoL^^^s ^» bk 

utilized. Using both sets of statistics, the end results ware ess^ntxa^^^ the 
same; thus, consistent with the method utilized for single response quest .ions, 
percentages of respondents are reported for multiple response items, too. 



\ 
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APPENDIX D-i ' 
Reasons for Initial Enrollment in Pufalic School ^ 
By Percentage 



Church 1 
Group i Reiision 

Group 2 : • Parentai^galaea 

- - - 1 

Public school experiences were .good. 4 
Parents beliieved in public education. 0 
Parents alwajys expected to send 

their chilld to public school; 11 
Parents felt there was a high quality 

education- available inMCPS. 3 

Group 3: Discipline 
Group 4: School Staff 



MCPS staff had good reputation. 
Parents pleased with school or 
teacher choice. 

Group g-i g^gram 

Grggp— 6^ — ^ Ch41d»re la t ed 

Groufa ?; — ConveHi ence 

Friends go to neighborhood school. 
Mo good private school nearby. 
Private school has no kindergarten, 

Group 8 Cost 

. <j ■ — 

Cost. 



7 

io 



43 
1 

54 



11 



eharch 2-12 Nonchurch 



14 
9 

18 

8 



30 
4 



50 
9 
3 



21 



7 
11* 

15 

,7 



35** 
7 



57 
■2* 
4** 



26 



X 



"Includes only reasons mentioned in 5 percent or more of the responses 



* p / .Ob 
**P < .01 



ERIC 



APPENDIX 



Reaso ns 4dr ln-i t-ial Jlnr&l-lment -iti Private School' 



/ 



By Perciantage 
„Chut:ch "P-IZ. 

Parents wanted ^^ligious background. ■ 40 
Groap 2:_-Par^tai gaine 



Better eddcaxion availabi^e in' 

private scRool. 
Reaction to/ypoor public school experience 

of plder /child. 
High quali/ty education available in 

private/ school . 

' :I\J 

. - f - - / 

Group, 3:/ / Discipline 

! I \ 

Better /dlisclpline/stricter 
controls available . 

; I - - ^ - - 

Grouo 4:/ School Starf 



Relationship vith school was better. 



€f Quip- — dgram 

- - ; / . - 

Better caris for handicapped. 
Smaller- class size available. 
Montessori' education des:'red. 



groap^6i- 



i^relared 



Grpup,7;- Convenience 



bdcat'iqn or convenience; bus 

I transportation provided. 
FMlli'day kindergarteu or longer 
/ school dav available. 
Desire to continue preschool or 
/ earlier enrollment in private school. 

' Group 8 Cost 

/ 

Cpst. 



6 

13 
20 

33 



13 
13 

7 



.Nonehureli- 



11 

e 

It 




22 
33 V 
57* 



'Includes only reasons .•Tiencioned in 5 percent or more of the responses 
p<.05 
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Group I 

Religiori In ge^neral. 
QvQup 2 — ?^C€^4a4 Values 

tradicioa tn family Co actend 

pr iva Ce/pub itc school. 
Wanted l9tgher moral and 

echicai standards. 

GroQp 3: -Dtsciptxne 

Discipline in general. 
Inadequate supervision provided 
by school system and/or staff 

Group 4.: School/Staff Incerpersona j. 



APPENDIX /E 

Reaso ns for MCPS //ithdraval ^ , / 

'■ ' ' ' ■; 

^- By Percencage / 

.Church I / Church Z-'ll Nonchui/ch 

/ 




Teach ers poor ac cicude . 
'^Teachers aonprocessional . 

behavior and accionsr 
Poor relations /commuiiicacion . 

wich school scare. 
School adniiniscracion & policies. 

Group 5 : Program 

Beccer educacic quaiicy 
in pub l *.c/p. iva ca sclipol . 
Wanced more academics, higher 

academic standards. 
Lack of college preparatory 
■ or curricalum. 
Lack of structure. 
Need for tu tor^fhg/ext ra help 

for special- probl:;fns. 
Improper placement into classes 

groups; misdiagnosis of 

problems. 
More individualization-, / 

personal attention desired. 
Puj^ll teacher ratio; clAss size 

mo re f avo rab le , / . 

Group 6: Chi Id-re la t/d . 

/ 

Child not living op /to piiteatial; 

underachieving, / 
Child's academic needs not 

being met*, 



;1 
I 

10 
11 



13 

11 

3 
14 



I 

13 
7 



17 




Child' 



pretereace . 



6 



13 

6 

19' 
9 



6 

le 

18 



5 

24 
22 

13 

LO 
9 



8 

2 

18 
5 

15** 

10 

21 
5 



8 

3 

16* 
5* 

21** 

14** 
41** 
43** 



22*-'* 

29** 
* 2* 



Groua X: - Convenience 



APPENDIX F 



To farther explore the finding that parents failed to mention desegregation 
activities or bussing as a "majoT'r^^^ transferring,^ a correlation was 

run between minority percentage in each school and the percentage of white 

students transferring. The analyses generally supported the . inference from 
the parental responses that the racial makeup of the student body was not a 
critical factor. Appendix F-1 shows that only at the elementary level is 
there a statistically significant relationship between percentage minority 
enrollment and percentage of white students transferring. Further ♦•hese 
correlations are generally low (although statistically significant) indicating 
that race by itself does not explain the observed findings to any great 
extent. The data displayed in Appendix F-2 confirm this. Among the schools 
with the highest percentages of white students transferring to private s-'hools 
are schools with both high and low minority enrollments. 
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APPENDIX F-1 



eorrelation Between Minority Enrollment and Percentage of 
White Students Transferring to Private Schools 



Elementary 

Junior 

Senior 



All Minorities 
. 29*- 

'..07 
-.26 



Asians 
.06 
.37* 

-.05 



Black 
.23** 
-.02 
-.32 



Hispanic 

.32** 

.16 
-.03 



* P {.Q5 
**P <.01 
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APPENDIX F-2 



Schools with the H±|hes^t an d Lowe ajt_P_gxc engages of, _ghite 
Students Transf erring to Private School 



Schools vith the highest 

percentage of white 
students transferring to 
private schools 



Schools with the lowest 

percentage of white 
students transferring to 
private schools 



Sc4^ool /o Minority 



7o of Whites 
Transferring 



Sdool % Minority 



Trans fe^-^ag 



A 


24.2 


7.33 


H 


53.1 


0.00 


B 


76.4 


11.11 


I 


32.0 


0.46 


C 


17.2 


7. 20 


J 


11.0 


0.17 


b- 


37.2 


7.51 


K 


15.8 


0.56 


E 


L5.0 


9.30 


L 


U9 


0.27 


F 


17.6 


7.83 


M 


15.0 


0.73 


G 


58.9 


8.14 
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Attitudes. of Parents Wichdrawing Their Child From 
MCPS Regarding Public and Private Schools 
N-277 



Satisfaction Icems 



Public to Private 



Public. Private 
PERCENTAGE 



Student Achievement 
Student School Satisfaction 
J .ceptance of Qther Students 
CLsruptive Classroom Behavior 
'xsruptiye School Behavior 
Abusive Language 
Crime and Vandalism 
Orug Abuse 

intimidation and Victimization 

Unexcused Absences 

Individuaii::a t-oa 

Staff Acad, r*-^ 7 Qv ^ lif ications 

Staff i!nthu5':a3m 

Staff Warmth ani S**n.3 trivir • 

Teacher Turnover i Substitutes 

Student-Teacher Ratio 

Student Promotion Policy 

2_taff Challenge of Students To Do Best 

Amount of f{oraeworl< 

Follow-up on Assigned Work 

Opportunicy To Repeat Grades 

in Dlffereut Settings 
Appropri.-.te Books and Materials 
Teaching Belov Average, Handicapped Student 
Teaching Averar: . Students 
Teaching Above Average Gifted Students 
Curriculum Structure 
Elementary Level Basic Skills, 
Secondary Level Academic Skills 
._Wqrk-Study 
College Preparatory Cou'rse.s 
Values 

Moral -and Ethical Standards 
Religious Education 
^^^ii.^^ovth and Development 
Attention to Parental Concerns 
Conr.acting Parents About Student Problems 
Attitude and Cooperation 

Aesthetic Appearance of Facility and Grounds 
School Maintenance and Cleanliness 
Number of School Days _ 
School Distance from Home 
School Schedule Convenience 



hhis is 





97.5* 


■J J • 1 


9 7,5* 


78.0 


94.2* 


45.0 


96.4* 


'♦0 • 7 


95.3* 


'♦0 • u 


89.2* 




88.4* 




70.8* 


JO • J 


88 . i* 


Q i • U 


81.2* 


A 1 Q 


96 .0* 


7^1 
/ J • I 


93.5* 


OJ • i 


7 / . 5* 


AA A 


97.8-* 


70 A 


84 . 1* 


A 7 


93 . 1* ^ 


AH a 

TV • V 


68 . 2* 


* An 1 


96 .8* 


An T 


95.3* 


A7 ^ 


96 .8* 


3i .0 


Jo . j'^ 


76.2 




40 .8 


An A 9b 


60. 1 


^0 . 0* 


49.5 


72.9* 


59.9 


90.6* 


52.9 


83.5* 


24.1 


50.0* 


-J^7.S - 


-95.0* 


16.5 


36.3* 


40. i 


94.2* 


45.8 


95.7* 


30.9 


91.0* 


65.3 


88.1* 


58.1 


97.8* 


57.6 


95.0* 


67.5 


98.6* 


88.1 


95.3* 


86.7 


96.4* 


86.6 


95.3** 


94.2 


5 \ . 7** 


92.1 • 


92.1 







:he sample size for the total sample transferring from MCPS to 
private schools. For each item, however, sample sizes differed, depending ou 
;n6 numcer or missing responses for each item. 
"Many respondents had no opinion in these areas. 



.-wCZi-'^Kiaes of Parencs U'icndrawing Their Ghild From MCPS 
Regarding Public Schools 



Percentage Satisfied 
or Very Satisfied 

Sacisfaction Icems Church Church Nonchurch 

__L i 2-12 

N-56 N-Ue N-52 



Student Achievement 


74 


47 


35** 


Student School Satisfaction 


h 


4a 


43** 


Acceptance of Other Students 


91 


72 


75** 


Disruptive Classroom Behavior 


64 


38 


38** 


Disruptive School Behavior 


59 


40 


49* 


Abusive Language 


34 


40 


37 


Crime and Vandalism 


60 


55 


48* 


Drug Abuse 


39 


45 


48** 


Intlmida cioh and Victimization 


56 


58 


52** 


iJnexcused Absences 


47 


67 


62 


Indlvldualizatibn 


6i • 


41 


22** 


Staff Academic Qualifications 


81 . 


77 


65* 


Staff Enthusiasm 


83 


64 


48** 


Staff Warmth .ind Sensitivity 


83 


63 


46** 


Teacher Turnover and Substitutes 


79 


68 


67** 


Student-Teacner Ratio 


63 


52 


19** 


Student Prpmotion ^olicy 


36 


44 


40** 


Staff Challenge ot Students To Do Best 


53 


41 


22** 


/\xndunt oc Homework 


39 


44 " 


32** 


colldw-up on Assigned sorlc 


51 


52 


32* " 


Opportuntty To Repeat Grades 








tn nxfferent Setting.^ 


27 


39 


18* 


ApprcpiTXcita Boolvj iiKd Materials 


77 ■ 


75 


73 


Teaching Below Average, Handicapped Student 


44 


*3 


32** 


"'Teaching Average Students 


70 


62 


46«* 


Teaching Above Average Gifted Students 


51 


50 


46* 


Curriculum Structure 


. 54 ^ 


63 


59* 


cienencary Level Basic Skills _ - 


53 


52 ' 


54 


Secondary Level Academic Skills 


13 


26 


33* 


Work-Study Skills 


40 


39 


31** 


College Preparatory Courses 


4 


21 


21** 


'values 


47 


39 


35** 


Moral and Ethical Standards 


53 


41 


; 49 


Religious Education 


27 


28 


43** 


Human Growth and Development 


67 


68 


57* 


Attention to Parental Concerns 


70 


59 


41** 


Contacting Parents About Student Problems 


71 


58 • 


40** 


Attitude and CoC;,eration_ ■ 


73 


72 


32** 


Aesthetic Apjjearance of Facility & Grounds 


90 


90 


81 


Schoo 1 Maintsns; . a and Cleanliness 


86 


89 


83 


Number of School Days 


39 


88 


,8t 


School Distance from Home 


94 


92 


98 


School Schedule Conveuience 




9A 


9i 



ERIC 



*This_is che sample sizes for the total sample craiisf erring from MCPS to 
pri'/ata schools^ For each item, however, sample sizes differed, depending on 
;;umber of missing responses for each item; 

"Many respondents had no opinion in these areas; ^ -J 
* ? <-05; _ _ ^ . 



Attitudes Regarding Private Schools^ of Parents 

::a^ing.^Iheir..JCMi^^^^ MCP.S „ 



Percentage Satisfied 
or Very Satisfied 



Satisfaction Inems ' ' ' " 

Churcb Church Nonchurch 

1 2-12 



Student Achievement 
Student School Satisfaction" 
Acceptance of Other Students 
Disruptive Classroom Behavior 
Disruptive School Behavior 
Abusvvo Langu.^.ge 

Crime and Vandalism ^ 
Drug Abuse 

Intimidation and Victimization 

'Jnexcused Absences 

Individualization 

Scaff Academic Qualifications 

Staff Enthusiasm 

Scaff Warmth and Sensitivity 

Teacher Turn-over and Substitutes 

Student-teacher 'Ratio 

Student Prc^motion Policy 

Staff Challenge of Students To Do Best 

Amount of Hcraework 

Follow-up ca Assigned Work 
•Opportunity To Repeat Grades 
in Different Settings 

Appropriate Books and Materials 

Teaching Below Average , Handicapped Student 

Teaching Average Students 

Teaching Above Average Gifted Students 

Crriculum Structure 

Elementary Level Basic Skills. 

Secondary Level Academic Skills 

Work-Study Skills 

College Preparatory Courses 

Values 

Moral and Ethical Standards 

Religious Education 

Human Growth and Development 

Atte'Yitiori to Parental Concerns 

C??^^^-^'^? Parents About Student Problems 

Attitude and Cooperation 

Aesthetic Appearance of Facility & Grounds 
School Maintenance and Cleanliness 
Number of School Days 
School Distance from Home 
School Sche:lule Convenience 



y / 


7 / 


98 


Q7 


Q7 

7/ 


98 




7*t 


7l 






91* 


93 


98 


92 


Q 1 


91 


.31 




Z? 


86 


OU 


7*J 


78 




90 


87 


70 

/u 


0 7 


81* 




96 


100 


97 


92 


94 


yy 


y96 


98 


70 


/ fid 

/98 


100 






79 


OJ 


95 


100 


bj 


73 


. 6S 


yJ 


°7 


100 


90 


97 


^97* 


94 


97 


98 


JO 


A i. 

«i 


35 


QQ 
77 


95 


98 




*J 


35 


7D 


z» 


ol* 




/ 1 


Q T 
OJ 


87 


92 


92 


97 ■' 


79 


79** 


26 


55 


65** 


90 


97 


95* 


16 . 


33 


54** 


97 


98 


83** 


100 


92 


89** 


100 


97 


67** 


87 


38 


87 


99 


98 


97 


97 


94 


95 


100 


97 


100 


9i 


97 


97 


93 


97 


98 


91 


96 


98 


63 


61 


62 


91 


94 


89 



ERIC 



-Sanple Sizes differed, depending on- number of missing responses for each 
*^em, 

'any respondents had no opinion In these areas. 

G-3 



Item 



* ? < ,05 



7 



APPENDIX H-l 

Reasons for Initial Enrollment th Public School ^ 

By Percentage 

Church 2-12 Nonchurch 

Gro up I : — Rel-lglon 
Group- 24 Pa rental Values 

Public school experiences were good. 6 11 

Parents always expected to send 'to - ' 

public school . 7 19 

Parents felt there was a high ^ ' 

quality education available in MCPS. 14 8' 

Group 3-L Discipline 

Group 4: Schoaj^^taff 

MCPS staff had good reputation. 9 31** 

Groups 5 : Program 

Group 6: Child-related ^ 
Group 7: Convenience 

Friends went to the neighborhood school. 39 - 36 
Private school had .no kindergarten. 26 8 

Group 8: Cost <^ 

Cost . 26 19"" 



""Includes only those responses mentioned 5 percent or more. 



APPENDIX H-2 

Reasons for lattiaj Egroiimeat- la Pfiv^te School ' 
By Percentage 
Church 1 



Group 1: Reiigioa 

Parents wanted religious 
background. 

Group -24 — Parental 'Value 



Famii/ tradl tidn to go to a 

private schcjol . 
Setter education available in 

private school^ 
Parents wanted to stay in own 

school system/ language. 
High quality education available in 

private school. 

Group-^4 — DiscipliTie 

Setter discipline, stricter 
controls available. 



Group ^: 
Grouo 5 : 



SchooLStaf f 
Program 



More caring atmosphere. 
Montessori education desired. 
Preschool program available. 
Smaller class size available. 
Individualization available. 



GrouD 6: 



Group 7 : 



Child-related 
Convenience 



Location or convenience; bus 

transportation provided. 
Private kindergarten program 

preferred. 
Full day kindergarten or longer 

school day available. 
Desire to continue preschool or 

earlier enrollment in 

priva te^ school . 

GrouD 3' Cos^ 



27 



40 



13 



13 



13 
13 
27 

13 



Churctu^^l2 , Nonchurch 



60 

10 
ii 
5 
24 

20 



4 
0 
0 
12 

n 



1 
4 
3 



'Includes only those responses mentioned 5 percent of more, 



* ? <.05 

ERIC 



2** 

>. 

6 . 
6 
14 



li 
11* 

13** 

19 
19 



14 
5 

41** 

14 



Reasons for Private Schooi Withdrawal ^ 
By Percentage 
Church 1 Church 2-12 

Group I; Religion 

Group 2: Parental Values 

Reputation; good reports. 6 8 

Grou p 3: -Di scipline 

Group-4:^- Schddly^S^aJf Interpersonal 

Preferred particular public 

school or staff. L9 5 

Group 3 : Program 

Preferred the environment of 

the public school. 6 6 

Lack of college preparatory or 

enriched curriculum in 

P^^'^^^^.^?^?^^ • 0 13 

Needed tutoring/ extra help * ^ 

for special problems. 6 10 

Individualization, personal 

attention desired, 6 8 

^roup 6: Child-related 

Child unhappy or depressed. 0 8 
Child not living up to potential; 

underachieving. 0 10 

Child's academic needs net t^ing'tnet. 0 Ip 

Academic or personal needs were met. 0 6 

Child '§ preferred to transfer. 6 12 

G toup-^-i — Convenien c e ^ 

School had a good location;. 

close to home. 13 12 

Transportation available. 25 12 

Child desired to be wi^th friends. 19 17 

Family moved. 13 g 

A good time to switch. 13 9 

Group- — Cost 

Cost. /56 .39 

^Includes only chcse responses mentioned 5 percent or rore. 



Nonchurch 



I* 



13* 

11 

io 

8 
9 



6 
4 
13 
6 



2i 

5* 
20 

5 

25** 



37 



Attitudes of Parents V.'ihdc^wing Th'.«ir euild From" 
Private School Rtgar ag Piibiic and •.•.•ri;,:^.^ "chbois^ 



Satisfaction Items 



Perc£itege Satisfied or 
~ ^ft- Satisf ied__ 



Public Private 
PERCENTAGE 



Student Achieveme'^t 
Student Schopl_Se:; ■;icrion 
Acceptance of Other Students ^ 
Distuptive Classroom/^Behavibr 
Disruptive School Behavior 
Abus ive Language 
Crime and Vandalism 
Drug Abuse 

Intimidation and Victimization 

ynexcused Absences 

Individualization 

Staff Academic Qualifications 

Staff Enthusiasm 

Staff Warmth and Sensitivity 

Teacher Turnover and Substitutes 

Student-Teacher Ratio 

Student Promo cion Policy 

Staff Challenge of Students To Do Best 

Amount of Homework 

Follow-up on_Assigned Work 

Opportunity To Repeat Grades ; 

in Different Settings 
Appropriate Bbok£ and Materials 
Teaching Below Average," Handicapped Student' 
Teaching Average Students 
Teaching Above Average Gifted Students 
Curriculum Structure 
Elementary Level Basic Skills 
Secondary Level Academic Skills 
Vdrk-Study Skills 
College Preparatory Courses 
Values 

Mora: and Ethical Standards 

Religious Education 

Human Growth and Development 

Attention to Parental Coriceriis 

Contacting Parents About Student Problems 

Attitude and Cooperation 

Aesthetic Appearance of Facility and Grounds 
School Maintenance and Cleanliness 
"Number of School Days 
School Distance from Home 
School Schedule Convenience 



78. n 

88.7 

92.6 

69.1 

68; 1 

55.7 

62.4 

60.3 

71.6 

81.4 

77.0 

77.3 

86.2 

85.5 

64.4 

66.0 

67.9 

75.6 

63.6 

75.4 

51.3 

88;3 

64.5 

85.1 

75.4 

83.9 

75.1 

42.9 

68.2 

38.6 

67;9 

67;1 

41.8 

74.6 

82.6 

76.5 

88.6 

90.4 
91.5 
88.6 
98.6 
92.5 



84.5 

77.2** 

89.7 

85.5** 

86.2** 

81.6** 

86.2** 

78.4** 

85.5** 

88.9** 

74.5 

81 . 9*^' 

84.0** 

81.6** 

77.9** 

87.2** 

78.9** 

79.9 • 

72,1** 

80.4 

4fe.2** 
84.8 
35.8** 
85.1 

7A;1* 

se.8 

82. 5« 
40.9 
82. 9''' A- 

37.0 
88.3** 
92 . ^i"^* 
78. 4«* 
82; 2 
77.2** 
79.8* 
80. 9** 

86.2 
91.1 
90.1 _ 
64.5** 
81.9** 



1. 



Sample Sizes dif feted ,- depending on number of 
ram. . 

Many respondents had no opinion in these- areas 



missing responses for each 



?f Parents ffichdrawihg Their Child F 

Private School Regarding fublic Schools 



Percentage Satisfied 
or Vary Satisfied 



Satisfaction Items 



Student Achievement 
Student School Satisfaction 
Acceptance of Other Students 
Disruptive Classroom Behavior 
Disrup.t;ive School Behavior 
Abusive CSnguage 
Crime and Vandalism 
Drug Abuse 

Intimidation and Victimization 

L'nexcuSed Absences 

Individualization 

Staff Academic Qualifications 

Staff Enthusiasm 

Staff Warmth and Sensitivity 

Teacher Turnover and Substitutes 

Student-Teacher Ratio 

Student ?romc3tion Policy 

Staff Challei^ge of Students To Do Best 

.Amount of Homework 

Follow-up on Assigned Work 
Opportunity To Repeat Srades 

in Diffsrent Settings 
Approprtaca Books and Materials 
leaching Below Average, Handicapped Student' 
.reaching Average Students 
Teaching Above" Average Gifted Students 
Curriculum Sttucture 
Elementary Level Basic Skills 
Secondary Level Academic Skills 
Work-Study Skills 
College Preparatory Courses 
Values 

Moral and Ethical Standards 
Religious Education 
Human Growth and Development 
Attention to Parental Concerns 
Contacting Parents About Student Proulems 
Actirude and Cooperation 

Aesthetic Appearance of Facility S Grounds 
Schooi Maintenance and cleanliness 
Sumber of School Days 
School Distance from Home 
School Schedule Convenience I 



Church 
1 



69 

81 

94 

31 

88 

69 

69 

69 

8i 

94 

88 

S8 

94 

87 

81 

P8 

7j 

88 

56 

63 



Church 
2-12 



Nonchurch' 



75 

87 

§0 

61 

60. 

44 

55 

56 

57 

81 

77 

74 

85 

85 

62 

71 

58 

73 

70 

72 



87 

92 
96 

80** 
79** 
73** 

72 

56 

78 

31 

77 

81 

87 

87 

57 

56** 

67 
79 
?G* 
82* 



69 


53 


47' 


94 


96 


85 


88 


gg 


59* 


94 . 


aeif 


86 


81 


n 


78 


88 


85 


81 


88 


74 


76 


19 


54 


27** 


88 


64 


72 


13 


50 


25** 


72 


64 


72** 


85 


60 


75** 


31 


34 


55** 


94 


74 


72 


81 


82 


84* 


81 


77 


76 


<69 


• 87 


93** 


88 


39 


93 


88 


89 


96 


94 


■• 88' 


, 89 


99 


98 


. 100 


88 • 

• 


'94 


91 



Many respondents' had no opinion in these areas. 

7j 



^ ? < .05 
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APPENDIX ; 

Attitudes of Parents Withdrawing their Child From 
Private School Regarding Private Schpols 
N«281^ 



Satisfaction Items 



Percentage Satisfied 
. or Very Satisfied 
Church Church Nonchurch 
1 2-12 



Studeht Achievement 
■ Student School Satisfaction 
Acceptance of Other Students 
Disruptive Classroom Behavior 
Disruptive School Behavior 
Abusive Language 
Crime and Vandalism 
Dzrug Abuser 
, Intimidation and Victimization 
Unexcused Absences 
Individual iz^t tion 
Staff Academic Qualifications 
: Staff Enthusiasm 
Staff Warmth and Sensitivity 
teacher Turnover and Substitutes 
Student-Teacher Ratio 
Student. Promotion Policy 
Staff Chal -enge of S rodents To Do Best 
Amount of Komeworfc 

• ?'?^"'^P on Assigned Work' i 
..portunity To Repeat Grades ^ 
in different Settings 
^Appropriate Books and Materials 
j| Teaching Below Average, Handicapped Student' 
"^Teaching Average Students 
Teaching Above Average Glared Students 
Curriculum Structure 

., .El.eiQeiLtary..Xevel ■ ■Basic S . . 

Secondary Level Academic ' Skills 
Work-Study Skills 

College Preparatory Courses » 
Values 

Moral and Ethical Standards 
Religious Education 

Human Growth and Development ^ 
Attention to Parental Concerns 
.Contacting Parents About Student Problems 
Atwitude and Cooperation 

Aesthetic Appearance of {Facility h Grounds 
School Maintenance and Gleanlines:: 
J^umber of School Days . - 

School Distance from Home 
School Schedule Convenience 



1 nn 


01 


On 

.9? 




/ J 


oO 


IGO 


89 


88 


94 


85 


85 




0 / 


83 


QA 


QO 


7 O 

78 


^ nn 

lUU 


Q C 

QJ 


86 


AT 
0 1 


p4 


7 n 

72 


oo 


7 
O / 


82 


y^' 


OO 


8? 




00 


82** 


i Fin 


7 7 


86 


QA 


7 Q 

yy 


90 


7 


7 7 

7 7" 


8 7** 


QA 


OU 


73 


op 


q4 


93 




7 7 

/ 7 


7?** 


yH 


7 A 




OX 


7 /. 

7 4 


57** 


OO 


OU 


80** 




AA 


A 7 

4 7 


100 




£l 7^^ 


63 


2Q 


A?** 


*100 


S 

Q J 


0 J 


81 


71 




88 


81 


80* ' 


94 


82 


84 


19 - 


49 


31*'* 


100 


81 


. 84 


25 


46 


i6** 


100 


90 


,•'85 


94 


95 


' 89** 


81 ^ 


92 


57** 


95 


83 


80 * 


94 


71 


86** 


94 ' 


75 


86* 


94 


77 


85 


94 


85 


87 


94 


■ 91 ' 


90 


88 


93 


87; " 


56 


65 


64 


88 


32 


81 



/ 



1--- 



^SMple sizesudiffered, I depending s^i^mher of missing responses for each 
Many respondents had- no opinion in these areas. 



